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This  document  constitutes  the  Final  Timber  Management  'Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13. 

The  changes  suggested  by  public  comments  on  the  draft  EIS  do  not  require  a 
major  rewrite  or  additional  analysis.   Therefore,  this  abbreviated  final 
consists  of  a  summary,  public  comments  and  responses,  and  errata.   This 
document  must  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  draft  EIS. 

This  is  not  a  decision  document.   A  decision  cannot  be  made  for  at  least 
30  days  after  the  filing  of  the  final  EIS  with  the  Environmental  Protection 

Agency. 

We  thank  all  of  you  who  took  the  time  to  comment  on  the  draft. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Van  W.  Manning 
District  Manager 
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Environmental  Impact  Statement 


1 .   Type  of  Action; 


Administrative  (X) 


Legislative  (  ) 


2 .   Abstract : 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Ukiah  District,  California,  proposed  in 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  a  10-year  timber  management  plan 
for  48,682  acres  of  public  land  in  Humboldt,  Mendocino,  Trinity,  and  Sonoma 
counties.   The  proposed  action  was  identified  through  the  Bureau's  land-use 
planning  process  and  was  derived  from  management  framework  plans  for  four 
administrative  planning  units.   The  plan  would  have  a  10-year  allowable  cut 
of  97  million  board  feet  and  would  include  rehabilitation  and  stand  improve- 
ment on  1,460  acres.   The  allowable  cut  would  provide  less  than  0.6  of  1  per- 
cent of  the  lumber  and  wood  products  employment  for  the  region.   Five  alter- 
natives to  the  proposal  were  analyzed:  no  action,  limited  investment,  two 
accelerated  harvest,  and  managed  old-growth.   This  environmental  impact  state- 
ment will  be  used  to  revise  and  finalize  four  land-use  plans  and  the  timber 
management  plan.   The  most  critical  issues  and  impacts,  as  identified  through 
the  scoping  process,  are  the  loss  of  old-growth  habitat,  the  lowering  of  soil 
productivity,  the  social  consequences  of  increased  public  access,  and  the 
lowering  of  water  quality.   Less  critical  issues  are  recreation,  visual  re- 
sources, wilderness,  cultural  resources,  and  local  economics. 


3.   For  further  information  contact: 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  940 

Ukiah,  California  95482 

(707)  462-3873 
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SUMMARY 


Introduction 

This  environmental  impact  statement  analyzes  the  environmental,  social, 
and  economic  effects  of  a  Bureau  of  Land  Management-proposed  10-year  timber 
management  plan  and  alternatives  on  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13  (SYU  13),  Ukiah 
District,  California.   The  analysis  will  aid  in  revising  and  finalizing  four 
management  framework  plans  and  establishing  districtwide  timber  management 
parameters.   The  timber  production  base  may  be  adjusted  as  a  result  of  this 
analysis,  with  a  resultant  adjustment  in  the  allowable  cut  figures. 


Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

The  proposed  action  is  an  intensive  10-year  program  to  harvest  97  million 
board  feet  of  timber  and  to  perform  various  rehabilitation  projects  on  1,460 
acres.   Intensive  management  includes  precommercial  and  commercial  thinning 
and  hardwood  control.   The  timber  production  base,  a  product  of  both  the 
timber  production  capability  classification  inventory  and  management  framework 
plans,  is  48,682  acres. 

As  a  result  of  public  interest,  current  forestry  research,  and  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  requirements,  five  alternatives  are  analyzed: 

1.  No  Action.   The  no  action  alternative  is  a  historical  perspective  of 
timber  activities  on  public  land  in  SYU  13.   It  would  have  a  10-year  allowable 
cut  of  78  million  board  feet  on  a  timber  production  base  of  54,247  acres.   Be- 
cause land-use  plans  and  intensive  inventory  were  not  completed,  the  timber 
base  was  calculated  using  the  1974  extensive  inventory  and  applying  percentage 
reductions  for  multiple-use5  restrictions  and  land  capability.   All  other  alter- 
natives have  a  timber  production  base  of  48,682  acres. 

2.  Limited  Investment.   The  limited  investment  alternative  is  timber  pro- 
duction on  a  natural  stand  basis,  which  does  not  include  such  intensive  opera- 
tions as  precommercial  thinning,  hardwood  control,  or  animal  control.  It  would 
have  a  10-year  allowable  cut  of  65  million  board  feet,  which  would  increase 
sharply  after  the  tenth  decade. 

3.  Accelerated  Harvest  #1.   The  accelerated  harvest  #1  alternative  is  a 
10-year  accelerated  harvest  of  105  million  board  feet,  cutting  to  a  minimum 
harvest  age  of  70  years.   Other  allowable  cuts  have  a  minimum  harvest  age  of 
90  years.   After  the  tenth  decade  the  cut  would  increase  sharply. 

4.  Accelerated  Harvest  #2.   The  accelerated  harvest  #2  alternative  is 
an  accelerated  harvest  of  146  million  board  feet  per  decade  for  3  decades, 


followed  by  a  sharp  decline  to  about  50  million  board  feet  per  decade  for  5 
decades,  then  an  increase  to  about  200  million  board  feet  per  decade  as  the 
forest  reaches  regulation. 

5.   Managed  Old-growth.   The  managed  old-growth  alternative  is  an  inten- 
sive timber  management  plan  similar  to  the  proposal,  but  which  sustains  a  pro- 
portion of  old-growth  components  in  the  stands  by  carrying  12  trees  per  acre 
over  two  rotations  and  leaving  large  woody  debris  and  snags  for  site  mainte- 
nance.  It  would  have  an  estimated  10-year  cut  of  85  million  board  feet,  which 
would  increase  sharply  after  the  tenth  decade. 

Management  of  the  timber  resource  in  the  Ukiah  District  has  reflected  the 
Bureau's  commitment  to  multiple-use  resource  management.   With  the  enactment 
of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  (P.L.  94-579), 
this  commitment  was  reinforced.   Due  to  the  Bureau's  commitment  to  multiple-use 
and  the  specific  direction  in  Section  102(a)(7)  and  (12)  of  FLPMA,  the  alter- 
native of  no  timber  harvest  in  SYU  13  was  determined  not  to  be  a  viable  alter- 
native.  An  alternative  providing  for  the  extensive  use  of  aerial  applications 
of  herbicides  was  rejected  for  this  10-year  period  because  it  is  economically 
unviable. 


Scoping 

Major  issues  and  public  concerns  were  determined  through  scoping  sessions 
with  Bureau  resource  specialists,  interested  public  parties  and  individuals, 
and  resource  management  agencies.   The  critical  issues  that  evolved  through 
this  process,  in  order  of  priority,  are: 

1.  Wildlife  -  Maintenance  and  protection  of  habitat  for  old-growth- 
dependent  wildlife  species. 

2.  Soil  and  Site  Productivity  -  Maintenance  of  soil  for  long-term 
timber  production. 

3.  Access  -  Both  for  and  against  increased  public  access  to  public  land. 

4.  Water  Quality  and  Fisheries  Habitat  -  Protection  of  the  fisheries 
resource  through  water-quality  control. 

5.  Recreation  and  Cultural  and  Sociocultural  Resources  -  Increased 
public  access  for  recreation  and  protection  of  cultural  and  sociocultural 
resources  from  timber  management  activities  and  vandalism  by  the  public. 
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6.  Regional  and  Local  Economics  -  Maintenance  of  mill  output  and  employ- 
ment during  an  anticipated  timber  shortage  in  the  next  10  to  30  years  until 
timber  on  industry  lands  reaches  merchantable  size. 

7.  Land  Uses  -  Land  uses  which  conflict  with  the  timber  management  plan, 
particularly  regarding  rural  homes  near  forested  public  land. 


Areas  of  Controversy 

An  alternative  providing  for  the  extensive  use  of  aerial  applications  of 
herbicides  was  rejected  as  an  alternative  for  this  10-year  period  because  it 
is  economically  unviable.   The  use  of  herbicides  has  not  been  a  normal  practice 
of  the  forest  management  program  for  SYU  13.   Herbicide  use  on  a  limited  scale 
is  planned  in  the  proposal.   However,  this  use  would  not  be  obligated  in  the 
allowable  cut  computation.   The  proposal  calls  for  a  hand-applied  herbicide 
release  spray  on  135  acres  of  conifer  site  presently  suffering  from  grass 
competition.   Such  an  action  would  be  subject  to  specific  design  features 
included  in  herbicide  project  plans  and  guidelines  for  application.   These 
guidelines  are  listed  in  Appendix  2-4,  "Site  Preparation  and  Release  Specifi- 
cations for  Chemical  Treatment  -  Ukiah  District  SYU  13  Timber  Management 
Plan."  Additionally,  such  projects  would  be  subject  to  site-specific  recom- 
mendations generated  from  an  environmental  assessment. 

As  identified  during  the  scoping  and  planning  process,  certain  areas  of 
public  land  within  SYU  13  are  of  particular  concern  regarding  possible  forest 
management  activities.   For  example,  many  adjacent  landowners  consider  the 
Gilham  Butte  management  block  valuable  for  scientific  and  ecological  studies. 
Other  concerns  are  possible  water-quality  problems  and  potential  watershed 
damage  commonly  associated  with  timber  management  activities.   As  a  consequence 
of  the  Bureau's  land-use  planning  process,  approximately  1,700  acres  of  the 
Gilham  Butte  block  are  proposed  in  the  Scattered  Blocks  Planning  Unit  (Maps  2-1 
and  2-2)  MFP  Step  2  for  exclusion  from  the  timber  production  base. 


Environmental  Consequences 


Analysis  has  shown  that  there  are  no  appreciable  differences  in  impacts 
between  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.   All  of  the  alternatives  would 
permanently  remove  existing  old-growth  forests  from  the  timber  production 
base.   The  managed  old-growth  alternative  would  retain  approximately  10  percent 
of  the  land  area  for  two  rotations  to  provide  large  woody  debris  for  long-term 
site  productivity.   Old-growth-dependent  wildlife  species,  such  as  the  goshawk 
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and  spotted  owl,  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  removal  of  the  overmature 
stands.   The  managed  old-growth  alternative  would  provide  some  degree  of 
mitigation  by  providing  large  trees  and  snags. 

Vegetation  composition,  stocking,  and  age  would  be  affected  by  all  pro- 
posals.  Conifers  would  be  favored  over  hardwood  species,  and  conifer  stocking 
would  increase  from  about  77  to  90  percent  as  the  forests  become  regulated. 
Mature  and  overmature  forests  would  be  replaced  by  second-growth  stands  that 
would  eventually  be  harvested  at  a  minimum  age  of  90.   Genetic  diversity  would 
be  lost  because  of  inadequate  provisions  for  cone  collection  by  seed  zone  and 
elevation.   Under  the  proposal,  about  200  acres  of  productive  forest  on  both 
private  and  public  land  would  be  permanently  lost  during  the  10-year  period 
due  to  road  construction.   However,  in  the  long-run,  all  of  the  forest  base 
would  have  a  developed  road  system,  so  there  would  be  no  difference  among  the 
alternatives  in  land  lost  to  production. 

Soil  and  water  quality  would  be  adversely  affected  by  increased  erosion 
and  sedimentation  due  primarily  to  road  construction  and  yarding.   Fisheries 
would  not  be  significantly  affected  because  of  buffers  and  the  scattered 
ownership  pattern. 

All  of  the  alternatives  provide  less  than  0.6  of  1  percent  of  the  lumber 
and  wood  products  employment  for  the  region.   Seasonal  fluctuations  in  employ- 
ment in  the  timber  industries  are  greater  than  the  employment  the  BLM  could 
provide  under  any  alternative.   Therefore,  SYU  13  could  not  provide  enough 
timber  to  affect  mill  operations  or  employment  on  a  regional  basis. 

Timber  acreage  in  wilderness  study  areas  or  areas  under  wilderness 
protest  are  under  interim  management.   No  timber  harvest  or  road  building 
would  be  done  in  these  areas  until  a  final  decision  is  made  by  Congress  or  all 
appeals  are  exhausted. 

Site-specific  environmental  assessments  will  be  made  for  each  action. 
During  these  intensive  investigations,  sensitive,  endangered,  and  threatened 
plants  and  animals  will  be  identified  and  any  problems  resolved  in  cooperation 
with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   Cultural  resources  and  sociocultural 
sites  will  also  be  handled  on  a  site-specific  basis  in  consultation  with  State 
and  local  authorities,  appropriate  Native  American  advisory  groups,  and  con- 
cerned individuals. 

Impacts  on  visual  resources  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant  under 
shelterwood  harvesting  and  existing  management  framework  plan  constraints. 
Site-specific  analysis  using  visual  resource  management  contrast  ratings 
should  reduce  impacts  to  acceptable  levels  in  each  management  class.   Recrea- 
tion that  depends  on  solitude  and  mature  forests  would  be  adversely  affected 
by  timber  harvest  and  road  building.   Recreation  dependent  on  access,  such  as 
hunting  and  off-road-vehicle  use,  would  benefit  from  the  proposal  and  alter- 
natives. 
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Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  were  developed  as  a  result  of  the  analysis  and  are 
committed  as  part  of  the  proposal  and  alternatives.   Mitigation  measures  were 
developed  for: 

-  Yarding  and  equipment  placement 

-  Road  construction  and  surfacing 

-  Log  and  snag  retention 

-  Seed  production  areas 

-  Additional  buffers  on  springs  and  seeps 

-  Temporary  retention  of  standing  old-growth 

-  Protective  measures  for  cultural  and  sociocultural  resources 

These  mitigation  measures  would  reduce  the  impacts  on  wildlife,  soils,  vegeta- 
tion, and  water  quality  and  would  reduce  the  inadvertent  loss  of  cultural  and 
sociocultural  resources. 
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CHAPTERS  2  THROUGH  5 

CHANGES  10  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

CHAPTER  2  ERRATA 


The  King  Range  Extension  Area  is  not  included  on  Map  2-1  (Page  2-5).   See 
Map  2-2  (inside  back  cover)  for  the  proper  boundary  of  Sustained  Yield  Unit  8. 

The  fourth  paragraph  under  "Roads"  on  Page  2-12  is  deleted  and  replaced 
with  the  following  paragraph: 

"Spur  roads  designed  exclusively  for  management  activities  (no  public 
use)  will  have  a  14-foot  subgrade  and  no  ditch.   Such  spurs  will  be  out- 
sloped  during  construction,  waterbarred,  and  periodically  maintained  to 
prevent  damage  to  the  road.   Spurs  may  be  blocked  with  locked  gates  to 
prevent  unauthorized  use.   Spur  roads  that  are  not  needed  for  management 
activities,  other  than  for  harvest,  will  have  a  14-foot  subgrade  and  no 
ditch.   Such  spurs  will  be  outsloped  during  construction,  waterbarred,  and 
not  maintained  until  the  next  harvest.   Drainage  structures  will  be  removed 
and  the  road  fill  that  crosses  streams  will  be  excavated.   Spurs  will  be 
physically  blocked  to  prevent  use." 

The  Engineering/Construction  work-months  (WM)  on  Table  2-3  (Page  2-24) 
are  changed  to  read:   "Proposed  Action  -  600,  No  Action  -  410,  Limited 
Investment  -  340,  Accelerated  Harvest  #1  -  650,  Accelerated  Harvest  #2  - 
750,  and  Managed  Old-Growth  -  500."  Total  WMs  are  changed  to  read:   "Pro- 
posed Action  -  1,892,  No  Action  -  1,383,  Limited  Investment  -  1,145,  Accelerated 
Harvest  #1  -  1,992,  Accelerated  Harvest  #2  -  2,618,  and  Managed  Old-Growth  - 
1,608." 


CHAPTER  3  ERRATA 


The  last  sentence  in  Paragraph  2,  Page  3-9,  which  reads,  "The  map  is  most 
valuable  in  differentiating  between  relatively  stable  watershed  areas  and  those 
that  are  highly  unstable  and  could  add  considerable  sediment  to  the  stream 
system"  is  deleted. 

The  reference  source  for  Map  3-2  (Page  3-13)  is  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, Soil  Conservation  Service  and  Forest  Service  (1970  and  1972)  and  is 
included  in  the  References  Cited  on  Page  R-10. 

The  reference  source  for  Table  3-6  (Page  3-47)  is  EDAWinc  (1979)  and 
is  included  in  References  Cited  on  Page  R-3. 


CHAPTER  i\  ERRATA 


The  third  line  in  Paragraph  2,  Page  4-2,  under  Road  Construction  and 
Maintenance  is  changed  to  read,  "causing  rapid  aggradation  (deposition), 
streamside  sliding,  and  bank  erosion." 

The  last  line  in  Paragraph  1,  Page  4-12,  is  changed  to  read,  "develop 
slower  (Miller  et  al.  1976).   Too  much  organic  matter  would  have  a  detri- 
mental effect." 

The  first  sentence  in  Paragraph  3,  Page  4-15,  is  changed  to  read,  "The 
greatest  impact  on  vegetation  would  be  the  permanent  change  of  4,220  acres 
of  virgin  forest  to  second-growth  during  the  next  10  years." 

The  third  sentence  in  Paragraph  4,  Page  4-20,  under  "Slash  Disposal  and 
Site  Preparation"  is  changed  to  read,  "The  red-backed  mouse  is  the  dominant 
vole  in  the  old-growth  Douglas-fir  forest  (Franklin  et  al.  1979)." 


CHAPTER  5  ERRATA 


Add  the  following  name  to  the  list  of  reviewers  on  Page  5-3: 


Name: 

Job  Title: 

Education: 

Experience: 


Michael  Aceituno 

Fisheries  Biologist,  BLM,  California 

State  Office 
M.S.,  Fisheries 
Fisheries  Biologist,  BLM,  5  years 


CHAPTER  6 

AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND  PERSONS 
RECEIVING  COPIES  of  MS  STATEMENT 


Chapter  6  is  amended  to  include  the  following  agencies,  organizations, 
and  persons  who  requested  copies  and/or  commented  on  the  draft  timber  manage- 
ment environmental  impact  statement  for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13. 

FEDERAL  AGENCIES : 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  Covelo,  CA. 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Sacramento,  CA. 

BLM,  Ukiah  District  Advisory  Council: 
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Peter  Childs,  Miranda,  CA. 
Gloria  Duncan,  Fairfax,  CA. 
Volker  Eisele,  St.  Helena,  CA. 
Henry  T.  Snow,  Santa  Rosa,  CA. 
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Mary  Waterman,  Lakeport,  CA. 
Samuel  M.  Winston,  Jr.,  Eureka,  CA. 
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Humboldt  State  University,  Wildlife  Department,  Areata,  CA. 
Department  of  Forestry,  St.  Helena,  Fortuna,  Santa  Rosa,  and  Willits,  CA. 
University  of  California,  Department  of  Anthropology,  Davis,  CA. 
Colorado  State  University,  Fort  Collins,  CO. 

Indiana  University,  School  of  Public  and  Environmental  Affairs, 
Bloomington,  IN. 

ORGANIZATIONS : 

Institute  of  Ecology,  Indianapolis,  IN. 

Mattole  Institute  of  Science  and  Education,  Honeydew,  CA. 

Pacific  Lumber  Company,  Scotia,  CA. 

RPF  Ecological  Associates,  Evanston,  II. 

Simpson  Timber  Company,  Areata,  CA. 

Whitethorn  Construction,  Whitethorn,  CA. 


INDIVIDUALS : 


Katie  Barrows,  Los  Alamitos,  CA. 

Fred  Bauer,  Garberville,  CA. 

Sandi  Booth,  Fort  Bragg,  CA. 

Tom  Camara,  Sanford,  CA. 

Doug  Corrington,  Garberville,  CA. 

Kathy  Dingman,  Willits,  CA. 

Wes  Edwards,  Redway,  CA. 

Joe  Erwin,  Petrolia,  CA. 

Fred  Euphrat,  Sacramento,  CA. 

Paul  Finn,  Santa  Rosa,  CA. 

Douglas  Fir,  Garberville,  CA. 
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CHAPTER  7 


PUR1  IC  PARTICIPATION 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  published  in  the  FedeAfli.  H<lQti>te.n.   on  Monday, 
July  2,  1979,  a  notice  of  intent  to  prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS)  on  the  timber  management  program  for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13,  Ukiah  Dis- 
trict, California.   The  notice  also  notified  the  public  of  the  scoping  process 
and  dates  for  two  scoping  sessions  to  be  held  in  conjunction  with  Management 
Framework  Plan  (MFP)  public  meetings.   The  first  MFP  meeting  was  held  on 
September  13,  1979,  in  Eureka,  California.   The  second  MFP  meeting  was  held 
on  September  22,  1979,  in  Ukiah,  California. 

The  Ukiah  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  held  two  internal  scoping 
sessions  with  managers,  resource  specialists,  and  the  EIS  team  to  identify 
alternatives,  central  issues,  and  agencies,  groups,  and  individuals  to  be 
consulted  during  the  scoping  process.   On  August  3,  1979,  a  letter  summariz- 
ing the  internal  scoping  sessions  was  sent  to  affected  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies  and  other  interested  groups  and  individuals.   Recipients  were 
asked  to  respond  in  writing  or  arrange  a  meeting  to  discuss  the  proposed  state- 
ment.  Eleven  public  workshop  sessions  were  held  from  August  13  to  August  31, 
1979.   On  September  27,  1979,  after  the  scoping  process  was  completed,  a  letter 
summarizing  the  results  of  the  entire  process  was  sent  to  all  contacts  to  date, 
and  additional  responses  were  received. 

A  news  release  announcing  availability  of  the  draft  EIS  was  issued  on 
September  5,  1980,  and  sent  to  all  news  media  in  the  affected  area.   On  Thurs- 
day, September  11,  1980,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  notice  of  availability 
was  published  in  the  TzdoJial   Reg-lite^.   On  Friday,  September  19,  1980,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency's  list  of  available  environmental  impact 
statements  included  the  draft  EIS  on  SYU  13. 

On  September  4,  1980,  initial  distribution  of  the  draft  EIS  for  SYU  13 
was  made.   A  total  of  380  copies  were  distributed  through  the  end  of  the 
public  review  period. 


INTRODUCTION  TO  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Regulations  for 
implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (Section  1503. A),  the 
comments  received  during  the  period  from  September  4,  1980,  to  November  25, 
1980,  and  the  responses  to  those  comment  are  included  on  the  following  pages. 


The  Bureau  is  responding  to  comments  that  require  clarification  of  or 
changes  to  statements  made  in  the  EIS,  or  that  indicated  a  misinterpretation 
of  the  intent  and  scope  of  the  EIS.   Editorial  corrections  and  minor  map 
errors  do  not  warrant  changes.   In  general,  no  changes  were  made  in  response 
to  differences  of  opinion  between  and  among  professionals  and  well-informed 
members  of  the  public.   These  differences  arise  in  large  part  from  differing 
interpretations  or  extrapolations  of  inconclusive  research  or  inadequate  data. 

Many  of  the  questions  raised  during  review  of  the  EIS  will  be  answered 
in  a  site-specific  environmental  assessment  (Page  2-12).   This  environmental 
impact  statement  does  not  replace  the  need  for  environmental  assessments  for 
final  clearance  of  cultural  resources  or  endangered  species,  for  development 
of  additional  mitigations,  or  for  improvement  of  the  parameters  established 
in  the  statement. 

Although  there  is  much  more  information  that  could  be  brought  forth  in 
this  analysis,  it  would  have  little  or  no  direct  bearing  on  the  identified 
significant  issues.   In  accordance  with  40  CFR  1500.4(a),  1501.7,  and  1502.7, 
this  analysis  has  been  prepared  with  predetermined  limitations,  and  analysis 
emphasis  has  been  directed  towards  those  issues  identified  as  being  truly 
significant  as  they  relate  to  the  proposed  timber  management  plan  for  SYU  13 
(1500.1(b)  and  (c)). 
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Comment  Letter  1 


Comment  Letter  1 


1-1 


(AMFOHMA  TROUT 


September   23,    1980 


Mr.   Oean  Stepanek,    District  Manager 

Uklah   District   Office 

Bureau   of    Land   Management 

P.O  .Box  940 

Uklah,  Cal ifornia   95482 

Dear  Mr.  Stepanek: 

California  Trout  is  concerned  with  the  State's  native  trout 
and  steelhead  and  their  habitat.   Our  comments  here,  on  the 
Draft  EIS  on  Timber  Management,  Sustained  Unit  13,  are  confined 
to  this  aspect. 

Fisheries  have  been  given  only  superficial,  token  attention  in 
the  Draft  as  the  BLM  is  preoccupied  with  timber  harvest.   In  the 
past,  such  preoccupation  led  to  terrible  damage  to  salmonlds  and 
their  habitat.  Without  special  attention  to  protection  of  the 
anadromous  salmonid  habitat  involved  here,  under  BLM  management, 
further  fishery  damage  surely  will  occur. 

To  our  concern  and  surprise,  not  a  single  fishery  biologist,  nor 
even  a  representative  from  an  agency  primarily  responsible  for 
fisheries,  is  Included  In  the  long  list  of  preparers  and  reviewers 
of  the  report. 

Pg.  3-26.  Nine  major  streams  and  many  tributaries  drain  SYU  13, 
with  27  miles  of  fish  habitat  in  43  different  streams.   The  Eel 
system  Is  most  important.  We  agree  that  protection  of  spawning 
and  rearing  habitat  is  vital  and  that  sites  of  these  have  not  been 
precisely  Identified.  However,  we  are  positive  that  fishery 
information  necessary  for  good  management,  Including  that  on  the 
three  1 isted  categories,  can  be  obtained  In  much  less  than  "several 
years  of  observation"  or  "5-10  years  of  population  sampling".   In 
any  case,  protective  measures  can  be  implemented  during  the  time 
needed  for  study. 

In  view  of  the  high  value  of  anadromous  salmonid  habitat  as 
compared  to  timber  values,  as  recently  shown  In  several  USFS 
reports,  to  neglect  adequate  study  and  protection  and  restoration 
of  salmonid  habitat  would  be  totally  irresponsible. 
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Pg.  4-8.   "Individual  or  specific  streams  In  the  Immediate  area 
of  logging  (that)  could  be  severely  Impacted"  should  be  immediately 
identified  and  adequate  measures  taken  to  prevent  fishery  habitat 
damage. 

Pg.  4-9,   Sediment  yield  In  the  Eel  Is  the  highest  of  any  U.S.  river. 
Special  care  In  all  land  use  activities  is  necessary  to  prevent 
severe  erosion  In  this  watershed. 

IPg.  4-22.   Are  125'  and  75'  buffer  zones  adequate  to  protect  fishery 
habitat?  Are  there  not  some  streams  in  areas  with  steep,  unstable 
slopes  where  wider  buffer  zones  are  needed? 

IPg.  4-24.  We  do  not  understand  the  sentence,  "Less  than  one  mile 
of  fisheries  habitat  is  adjacent  to  timber  sales  included  in  the 
model  10  year  timber  management  plan". 

Pg.  4-25.   In  regard  to  Eel  River  summer  run  steelhead,  reference 
Is  made  to  the  recent  Summer  Steelhead  Management  Plan,  Middle 
Fork  Eel  River,  published  jointly  by  the  USFS  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   This  document  is  a  model  of  its  kind, 
and  we  urge  a  similar  fisheries  management  plan  by  the  BLM  on  SYU  13. 

We  take  strong  exception  to  the  statement,  "there  are  a  number  of 
studies  that  raise  a  lot  of  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  (the)  bellsf" 
that  sedimentation  associated  with  logging  Is  detrimental  to  fish. 
Sediment  damage  goes  far  beyond  the  meager  list  of  the  two  means 
listed.   This  Is  prima  facia  evidence  of  the  superficiality  and 
lack  of  expertise  used  In     preparing  the  report.   River  beds  are 
raised  and  Impacted,  pool-riffle  relationships  disrupted,  cover  and 
other  nursery  habitat  destroyed  or  eliminated,  water  temperatures 
Increased,  just  to  mention  a  few  of  the  many  other  we  1 1 -documented 
changes.   Steam  ecosystems,  to  which  salmonlds  are  fine-tuned  after 
eons  of  adaptation,  are  radically  altered  by  excess  sedimentation 
from  logging,  road  construction  or  any  other  source.   To  imply 
that  habitat  loss  is  not  harmful  to  species  Is  to  Ignore  such  crisis 
situations  as.  hava  been  allowed  to  develop  with  the  California  condor 
and  numerous  other  threatened  and  endangered  species.   Please  note 
that  the  USFS  has  classified  California  summer  steelhead  as"sens I t Iva" 
By  no  means  do  we  believe  that  "the  final  Impact  on  fish  Is  obscure". 
Contrarily,  we  see  It  only  too  clearly  that  California's  North 
Coast  salmon  and  steelhead  have  declined  by  60-80%  in  the  past  25 
years,  and  It  is  we  1 1 -documented  that  most  of  the  loss  Is  from 
habitat  loss.   While  dams,  over-grazing  and  over-fishing  are  factors, 
the  massive  eroslonal  damage  from  logging  and  road  construction, 
over  thousands  of  square  miles  of  fragile  watersheds,  cannot  be 
denied  as  a  major  factor  in  fishery  habitat  loss.   it  is  a  bio- 
logical maxim  that  species  decline  as  their  habitat  is  destroyed. 

We  strongly  recommend  consultation   and  cooperation  with  qualified 
fishery  biologists  regarding  fishery  management  ofsalmonld  waters 
affected  by  SYU  13.   Anadromous  salmonid  resources,  like  timber, 
are  valuable  and  renewable;  however,  salmonid  habitat,  once  destroyed, 
may  not  be  renewable  and  is  of  higher  value  than  the  timber  in  the 
same  watershed. 


Comment  Letter  1 


Response  Letter  1 


To  neglect  this  habitat  Is  wasteful,  counterproductive  and 
contrary  to  the  public  Interest.   Fishery  management  plans  are 
equally  as  Important  as  timber  management  plans.   Let  us  have 
a  sustained  yield  of  anadromous  fish  as  well   as  timber  In 
Sustained  Yield  Unit  13. 


S I  nee  rely. 


'-ftf/H. 


7m//v 

Herbert"  L.  Joseph,  Chairman 
Steel  head  Committee 


HU/aj 
CC:   Rusch 
Hunter 


COMMENT  LETTER  1.   California  Trout,  San  Francisco,  Ca. 


1-1   Issue:   Fisheries  input. 

Chapter  5,  Preparers  and  Reviewers,  Page  5-2,  Staff  Support,  includes 
a  Fishery  Biologist,   A  Fishery  Biologist  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment State  Office  also  reviewed  the  fisheries  sections  of  this  state- 
ment.  See  the  Chapter  5  Errata  for  State  Office  expertise. 

1-2   Issue:   Stream  Buffers. 

As  stated  on  Page  2-12,  first  paragraph,  "Site-specific  interpretation 
of  these  design  features  will  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
and  modified  as  necessary  to  reduce  anticipated  impacts."  The  site- 
specific  environmental  assessments  prepared  on  all  timber  harvest 
and  forest  rehabilitation  projects  will  include  an  analysis  of  fish 
habitat.   As  stated  on  Page  2-14,  first  paragraph,  "Buffers  will  be 

a  minimum  width  of  125  feet  (horizontal  distance) "  Buffer  strips 

can  be  adjusted  at  the  time  of  the  site-specific  assessment  to  account 
^L.r?e£1Sl  Problems-  rhe   timber  production  capability  classification 
(TPCC)  forest  inventory  excluded  excessively  steep  areas  from  the 
timber  production  base,  including  inner  gorges,  highly  erodible 
soils,  and  slump  areas.  Horizontal  measurement  of  buffer  strips 
accounts  for  variation  in  slope.   Geotechnical  investigations  will 
be  conducted  on  all  road  locations  to  help  ensure  stability  and  avoid 
wasting  (Committed  Mitigation,  Page  2-26).   There  will  be  100-foot 
buffers  around  known  slide  areas  (Page  2-26)  and  75-foot  buffers 
along  intermittent  streams  (Page  2-14). 

In  a  study  of  62  northern  California  streams  using  invertebrates  as  an 
indicator  of  stream  health,  Erman  et  al.  (1977)  found  that,  "Streams 
with,  buffer  strips  of  at  least  30  meters  wide  have  invertebrate  pop- 
ulations and  physical  characteristics  indistinguishable  from  unlogged 
streams.   Streams  with  less  than  30  meter  buffers  show  the  same  im- 
pacts as  streams  without  protective  measures." 

1-3    Issue:   Fisheries  habitat. 

The  statement  means  that  less  than  one  mile  of  stream(s)  inhabitated 
by  fish  occur  within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  10-year  timber 
sales. 


:-;;:-^- 
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Comment  Letter  2 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  K  Street.  NW 
Washington.  DC  20005 


Reply  lo: 


Luke  Plaza  Suuth.  Suits  616 
44  Union  Boulevard 
Lakewood.  CO  80228 


October  2,  1980 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Ukiah  District  Office 

P.  0.  Box  Q'tO 

Ukiah,   California       95I182 

Dear  Sir: 

On  August  28,  1980,  the  Council  received  your  request  for  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  for  the  Bureau's  Ten  Year  Management  Plan  for  public  lands  in 
Humboldt,  Mendocino,  Trinity,  and  Sonoma  Counties,  California.   We  have 
reviewed  the  preliminary  case  report  submitted  with  your  request  and  will 
proceed  with  the  consultation  process  set  forth  in  Section  800.6  of  the 
Council's  regulations,  "Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties"  (36 
CFR  Part  800)  . 

In  telephone  conversations  with  Jeff  Bingham  of  the  California  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer's  staff,  it  is  clear  that  we  both  believe 
that  sufficient  information  has  been  provided  to  develop  an  acceptable 
Agreement.   Although  we  have  begun  drafting  an  Agreement,  it  has  not  been 
completed  due  to  other  priorities.   Upon  the  completion  of  the  Agreement, 
it  will  be  forwarded  to  your  office  for  your  review  and  approval.   Thank 
you  for  your  continued  cooperation  and  patience. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  Mr.  Charles  M.  tliquette 
of  the  Council  staff  at  (JOji)  £3k-k9k6,   an  FTS  number. 

Sincerely , 


Wall 

Chief,  Western  Division 
of  Project  Review 
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Response  Letter  3 
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21  October  1900 
Shelter  Cove  Star  Route 
Whitethorn,  California 
95489 

District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
555  Leslie  Street 
Ukiah,  California  954B2 

Dear  Sir, 

Aa  you  may  be  aware,  on  50  September  I960  President  Carter 
signed  legislation  setting  up  a  federal  -  etate  planning  process, 
to  help  conserve  wildlife  species  that  do  not  come  under  laws 
concerning  game  and  endangered  species.  This  new  law  possibly  may 
have  important  impacts  on  wildlife  management  relative  to  timber 
management  in  SYU  15.  If  go,  I  shall  greatly  appreciate  it  if 
your  office  will  prepare  and  circulate  a  supplenent  to  the  Draft 
Sustained  Yield  Unit  13  Timber  Management  Environmental  Impact 


-_'  Managem 
Statement.  Non-discretionary  authority  for  such  action  is 
round  at  40  CFR  1502.9(c)(lKll). 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


""03 


Robert  Sutherland. 


ccs 

State  Director,  BLM 

EIS  Team  Biologist,  Dkiah  District 

Redwood  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

EPIC 


COMMENT  LETTER  3.   Robert  Sutherland,  Whitethorn,  Ca. 


3~1    Issue:  Nongame  Fish  and  Wildlife  Conservation  Act 

Public  Law  96-366  (The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Conservation  Act  of  1980), 
enacted  on  September  19,  1980,  pertains  to  a  cooperative  planning 
effort  between  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  and  the  various 
State  Fish  and  Game  agencies.   This  act  authorizes  the  FWS  to  ap- 
portion 20  million  dollars  over  four  years  to  State  Fish  and  Game 
agencies  for  nongame  purposes.   The  State  agencies  inventory  non- 
game  species,  assess  their  problems,  and  develop  conservation  plans 
and  implementation  procedures  for  those  plans.  Funding  is  available 
for  State  agency  nongame  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  plans  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  FWS. 

Considerations  of  adverse  impacts  on  nongame  species  as  a  consequence 
of  implementing  the  proposed  action  or  the  other  alternatives  was 
specifically  addressed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  analysis.  However,  in 
accordance  with  40  CFR  1500.1(b)  and  1501.7(3),  and  as  stated  on 
Page  3-21,  the  major  emphasis  for  this  analysis  was  directed  towards 
old-growth  and  mature  forest  habitats  and  their  attendant  species. 

Future  timber  management  actions  in  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13  will  give 
full  consideration  to  conservation  plans  approved  by  the  FWS  in  ac- 
cordance with  Public  Law  96-366. 
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4-2 


4-3 


Lenard  Stull 
9056  Pecor  Way 
Orangevale,  Ca 
95662 


District  Manager 
Uklah  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  940 
Uklah,  Calif.  95482 


Dear  Sir: 

I  am  an  Interested  citizen  and  as  such  am  submitting  comments 
on  the  Draft  ES  for  SYU  13.  My  comments  foilow  and  are  referenced 
to  page  numbers  within  your  draft  ES . 

Page  2-8 

During  the  TPCC  process  and  allowable  cut  determination  were  those 
CFI  plots  that  had  been  put  in  areas  deleated  from  the  timber  production 
base  deleated  from  the  CFI  Inventory  data  prior  to  the  computation 
of  the  allowable  cut? 

Page  2-10  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT 

"prompt  regeneration  capability"  Will  these  lands  be  regenerated 
promptly?  How  will  you  know  if  they  are  regenerated  promptly  and 
fully?  Will  surveys  be  done?  At  what  frequency?  Will  funding  and 
positions  be  made  available  to  do  them?  After  being  harvested  and 
regeneration  is  not  prompt  will  these  lands  be  moved  into  Remedial 
Management  status?  Are  there  any  Standard  Management  lands  in  SYU-13? 
If  so  can  you  list  them  for  me? 

Page  2-11 

"ten  percent  of  the  total  basal  area  of  future  stand  is  circulated 
to  be  a  hardwood  component"  Is  this  the  target  or  actual  condition 
after  harvest?  If  this  is  a  target  which  I  think  it  is  at  what  point 
in  the  rotation  is  it  a  target?  Is  Hardwood  control  or  conifer  release 
part  of  the  allowable  cut  formulation?  If  not  it  really  should  be. 
How  do  you  propose  to  obtain  "adequate  stocking  wihtin  five  years"? 
Will  there  be  adequate  surveys  to  keep  abreast  of  this?  What  is  to  be 
done  about  Backlog  of  understocked  areas  that  were  cut  over  in  the  past? 
Will  there  be  funding  and  personnel  positions  to  eliminate  this 
backlog  of  unregenerated  cutover  lands?  What  method  and  criteria  was 
used  to  determine  a  rotation  age  of  90  years? 


4-4 


4-5 


4-6 


4-7 


Page  2-12 


ROADS 


What  are  "appropriate  drainage  structures?  Please  define  what  ' 
"appropriate"  means.  If  culverts  are  installed  will  they  have 
downspouts  and  energy  dlsipaters?  Will  they  be  maintained  adequately 
or  left  to  plug  up  then  be  cleaned  out  after  the  damage  has  been  done? 
Road  width  seems  rather  wide  16  feet  with  4  foot  ditch  seems  this 
will  take  an  awful  lot  of  land  out  of  production.  Why  not  build  roads 
with  a  12  foot  bearing  surface  and  a  ditch  only  where  necessary? 

Page  2-13 

"revegetated  where  necessary"  What  is  your  criteria  for  "Where  necessary"? 
Will  it  be  done  after  the  fact  or  before  problems  occur?  Who  will 
determine  where  necessary?  Only  sloughing  areas  will  be  treated? 
How  about  soils  that  are  suseptable  to  sheet  or  dry  ravel  erosion? 
What  is  a  "significant  fisheries  resource"? 


page  2-15   Regeneration 

The  allowable  cut  formulation  section  says  "adequately  stocked  within 
5  years".  What  is  adequately  stocked?  What  ig  "promptly  regenerated?" 
The  paragraph  seems  to  say  that  regeneration  surveys  will  be  made 
only  before  final  harvest  why?  Will  regeneration  surveys  be  done 
at  other  times  to  have  "adequate  stocking  of  conifers  within  5  years 
after  initial  entry*?  What  are  your  plans  for  release  of  conifers  from 
competing  vegetation?  I  belleverit  will  be  Impractical  to  achieve 
a  90  year  rotation  If  your  crop  trees  are  delayed  30-50  years  by 
competing  vegetation. 

page  2-14 

The  buffer  will  be  measured  "from  the  edge  of  the  8t»eam".   Is  this 
high  water  er  low  water?  Please  define  perenial  and  intermittent 
streams. 

page  2-18 

I  think  that  you  should  say  politically  not  a  viable  alternative. 
I  think  you  will  get  a. lot  of  arguments  that  it  is  economical. 

4-8|  Would  no  Timber  Harvest  be  an  alternative  to  the  proposal? 


All  in  all  J  feel  you  have  done  a  quite  good  Job  on  preparing  this 
ES.  I  thank  ysu   for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  it. 


Sincerely 

Lenard  Stull 


Response  Letter  4 


Response  Letter  4 
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COMMENT  LETTER  4 .   Lenard  Stull,  Orangevale,  Ca. 


Issue:   Allowable  cut. 

To  maintain  statistical  reliability,  the  Continuous  Forest  Inventory 
(CFI)  plots  that  fell  on  TPCC-withdrawn  land  were  not  removed  from 
the  allowable  cut  computations.  CFI  plots  that  fell  on  low  site  or 
noncommercial  forest  were  removed  from  the  computations. 


4-2    Issue:   Standard  Management/Regeneration. 

Stocking  surveys  are  done  one  year  and  three  years  after  planting. 
If  regeneration  difficulties  are  encountered  on  standard  management 
lands,  they  will  be  reclassified  as  remedial.   These  management  clas- 
sifications are  for  planning  purposes  and  to  define  what  activities 
may  occur.   SYU  13  has  standard  management  lands,  but  a  list  is  not 
available. 

4~3    Issue:  Allowable  cuts. 

The  ten  percent  hardwood  component  is  a  target  throughout  the  life 
of  a  stand.   Hardwood  control  and  precommercial  thinning  are  part 
of  the  allowable  cut  computations  (Page  2-11).   Artificial  regener- 
ation (planting)  will  augment  the  natural  regeneration  under  a  shel- 
terwood  cut.   Backlogs  are  currently  being  identified  and  will  be 
regenerated  as  appropriate  stock  and  funds  for  planting  become  avail- 
able.  Ninety  years  is  not  a  true  rotation  but  a  minimum  harvest  age 
for  modeling  purposes.   This  age  provides  sawlogs  In  a  fairly  short 
time. 

/j-i}    Issue:   Roads  -  drainage  structures. 

The  appropriateness  of  drainage  structures  will  be  determined  on  a 
site-specific  basis  with  some  variables  being  soil,  gradient,  in- 
tended road  use,  and  drainage  area.   Some  culverts  will  have  trash 
collectors,  downspouts,  and  energy  dissipators  and  will  be  designed 
to  minimize  maintenance.   Structures  that  require  a  lot  of  maintenance 
would  present  problems  under  any  of  the  alternatives.  Most  roads 
designed  as  main  roads  must  be  able  to  safely  accommodate  year-long 
traffic  as  well  as  logging  trucks  and  large  yarding  equipment. 


4-5 


Issue:   Roads  -  Revegetation. 

Revegetation  of  cuts  and  fills  will  be 
and  gradient  and  will  be  done  where  it 
will  reduce  potential  soil  loss.   Cuts 
criminately  seeded  or  hydromulched  in 
shown  that  revegetation  will  not  be  ef 
As  stated  on  Page  2-13,  the  intent  is 
impacts  to  the  fisheries  resource.  A 
as  it  applies  in  the  analysis  process 
Policy  Act  is  detailed  in  40  CFR  1508 


based  on  such  factors  as  soils 
is  determined  that  revegetation 
and  fills  will  not  be  indls- 
areas  where  experience  has 
fective  or  would  be  unnecessary, 
to  mitigate  possible  adverse 
determination  of  significance 
for  the  National  Environmental 
27. 


4-6    Issue:   Regeneration. 


BLM  Manual  5705. 21B  indicates  that  a  minimum  of  80  percent  of  a  treat- 
ment area  is  to  be  stocked  with  suitable  trees.   This  is  the  criteria 
for  determining  adequate  stocking.  As  indicated  in  BLM  Manual  5705.2, 
a  determination  of  stocking  adequacy  is  dependant  on  regeneration 
surveys.   These  surveys  allow  for  initial  treatment,  post  treatment, 
and  nontreatment  surveys.   These  surveys  allow  for  a  determination 
of  adequacy  and  timeliness  of  regeneration  efforts.  During  the  10- 
year  period  of  this  timber  management  plan,  as  indicated  by  Table 
2-2  on  Page  2-23,  Timber  Stand  Improvement  (TSI)  and  grass  control 
operations  are  proposed  to  release  conifers  from  competition. 

4-7    Issue:   Stream  buffers. 

Measurement  will  begin  from  an  obvious  stream  bank  or  topographic 
break.  Definitions  of  perennial  and  intermittent  as  used  in  this 
analysis  are  found  in  the  glossary. 

4-8    Issue:   No  timber  harvest  alternative. 

Specific  direction  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976,  as  mentioned  on  Page  2-17  in  the  draft  EIS,  has  resulted  in  a 
determination  that  the  no  timber  harvest  alternative  is  not  viable 
for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13. 


-~z:_._ 
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Comment  Letter  5 


United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

forest  service 

pacific  iouthwest  forest  and  range  experiment  station 

RMweod  Sctonco,  Laboratory 
1700  Bayvlaw  Drlwa 
Areata,  CA  tft»2t 


November  3,__19B0 

rDean  Stepanek  -  District  Manager 
Ukiah  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  940 
Ukiah,  CA  95482 

L. 

Dear  Mr.  Stepanek: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  EIS  on  Sustained 
Yield  Unit  13. 

I  have  very  quickly  reviewed  the  sections  relating  to  soils  and 
water  and  would  like  to  submit  a  few  brief  comments.   I  am  enclosing 
three  manuscripts  currently  in  press  which  you  may  not  have  seen,  but 
which  contain  locally  derived  information  that  bears  directly  on  the 
EIS  sections  on  soils  and  water. 

There  is  discussion  throughout  the  EIS  on  the  Influence  of  vegetation  on 
slope  stability.   The  manuscript  "Roots  and  the  Stability  of  Forested 
Slopes"  is  based  on  data  collected  near  Areata  and  Hoopa.   The  root 
strength  and  root  biomass  changes  should  be  applicable  to  much  of  the 
Ukiah  District.   You  may  find  of  particular  interest  the  relative 
strength  of  brush  and  conifer  roots  and  the  rate  of  recovery  of  root 
biomass  In  clearcut  blocks  which  were  invaded  by  Ceanothus .   The  se- 
quence of  brush  occupying  clearcut  units  is  typical  in  northwestern 
California  and  is  a  major  factor  to  be  considered  in  both  silvicultural 
and  slope  stability  analyses. 

The  manuscript  "Some  Effects  of  Silvicultural  Options  "  discusses 

the  anticipated  influence  of  clearcut,  shelterwood,  and  selection  sys- 
tems on  root  reinforcement  and  is  applicable  to  page  4-5  of  the  EIS. 
Also  on  page   14  of  my  manuscript  begins  a  brief  discussion  of  the 
interaction  of  timber  harvest/ground  water  (pore  pressure)/  slope 
stability.   I  believe  these  processes  are  an  important  aspect  which 
should  be  considered  in  this  EIS.   Timber  cutting  reduces  evapotrans- 
piration  which  will  increase  antecedant  soil  moisture  levels.   Con- 
sequently less  precipitation  may  be  required  to  bring  the  slope  to 
saturation  thereby  reducing  the  effective  normal  stress  to  a  criti- 
cal level,  increasing  the  probability  of  slope  failure. 

The  third  paper  "Road  Building  and  Logging  Influence  Stormflow  " 

reports  another  aspect  of  our  study  at  Caspar  Creek.  These  results 

support  the  discussion  in  the  EIS  on  water  yield  and  are  directly 
applicable  to  the  Ukiah  District. 


6200-1 1  (1/05 


5-1 


I  had  difficulty  reconciling  table  3-2  and  map  3-2.   I  believe  the 
map  needs  to  be  revised.   It  would  help  if  the  source  of  data  in  map  3-2 
was  provided  and  units  other  than  acre  feet/aquare  mile  were  uBed. 

Some  of  my  difficulty  can  be  Been  in  comparing,  for  example: 


Table  3-2 


M.F.  Eel 
Van  Duzen 


(T/miVyr.) 
4,000 
6,058 


Map  3-2 


(ac.  ft. /mi  /yr.) 
8.4 
3.0 


(T/mi'/yr.) 

13,500 

4,800 


In  table  3-2  there  are  2  locations  for  the  S.F.  Eel,  2  for  the  M.F.  Eel, 
and  3  locations  for  the  Eel.   This  leaves  the  reader  confused,   I  suggest 
these  locations  be  specified  as  in  table  3-1. 

When  the  "sediment  yield"  is  divided  into  subbasins  as  in  map  3-2,  the 
yield  from  the  upper  basin  should  be  subtracted  from  the  total  to  ob- 
tain that  for  the  lower  basin.   For  example,  I  seriously  doubt  the  sed- 
iment yield  from  the  Eel  below  South  Fork  is  greater  than  that  above  South 
Fork.   It  is  true  the  total  sediment  transported  is  greater,  but  I  believe 
the  yield  from  the  lower  subbasin  should  be  less  than  from  the  upper. 

It  is  not  clear  whether  the  sediment  data  reported  is  suspended  sediment 
discharge  or  total  sediment  discharge  (suspended  plus  bedload) .   I 
suspect  table  3-2  is  suspended  load.   Table  3-3  is  suspended  load  only. 
I  am  uncertain  about  map  3-2,   In  any  event,  total  sediment  discharge  is 
the  appropriate  data  If  one  is  concerned  with  land  use  changes  and 
channel  aggradation. 

There  should  be  some  expanded  discussion  of  the  influence  of  management 
on  these  figures.   For  example,  much  of  the  Eel  sediment  is  derived  from 
massive  deep-seated  earth  flows  which  are  not  forested,  whereas  the 
Mattole  has  more  of  the  land  in  forest. 

If  you  or  your  staff  would  like  to  discuss  my  comments  in  greater  detail, 
please  call  upon  me  at  (707)822-3691. 

Sincerely, 


k^a^-wOy^  u. 


ROBERT  R.  ZIEMER 
Principal  Hydrologist 

Enclosures  (3) 
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COMMENT  LETTER  5. 


USDA,  Forest  Service,  Pacific  SW  Forest  and  Range 
Experiment  Station,  Areata,  Ca. 


5-1      Issue:  Map  3-2  and  Table  3-2  -  Sediment. 

The  reference  source  for  Map  3-2  is  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
(1970  and  1972)  and  is  included  in  the  References  Cited  on  Page  R-10. 
See  Chapter  3  Errata. 

The  information  in  Table  3-2  is  included  in  the  statement  as  examples 
of  normal  sediment  discharge  from  North  Coast  watersheds.   It  is  in- 
cluded for  comparison  of  various  North  Coast  streams. 

You  are  correct  in  stating  that  sediment  coming  off  the  lower  Bub- 
basins  should  be  less  than  from  the  upper  subbasins. 


to 


Map  3-2  shows  total  sediment  transported  in  the  stream  systems.   The 
last  sentence  in  Paragraph  2,  Page  3-9  is  deleted.   See  Chapter  3 
Errata. 


Tables  3-2  and  3-3  both  show  suspended  sediment  load,  the  major  water 
quality  problem  in  North  Coast  streams  caused  by  timber  harvest. 
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EDMUND  G.BROWN  JH. 
GOVERNOR  OF 
CALIFORNIA 


(916)  445  5656 

Department  of  Conservation 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Department  o(  Forestry 
Department  of  Boating  and  Waters 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreant 
Deportment  of  Water  Resources 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  OF  CALIFORNIA 

SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA 


California  Coastal  Commisslc 
California  Conservation  Carp 
Colorado  River  Board 
Energy  Resources  Consorvati 

and  Development  Commissi 
Regional  Water  Quality 

Control  Boaias 
San  Francisco  Bay  Const 

and  Development  Commission 
Solid  Waste  Management  Board 
Stale  Coastal  Conservancy 
State  Lanos  Commission 
State  Reclamation  Board 
Stals  Water  Resources  Control 

Board 


1980  NOV  6  1 


Mr.  Ed  Katlas 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Post  Office  Box  9*10 
Ukiah,  CA  95482 

Dear  Mr.  Katlas: 

The  State  of  California  has  reviewed  the  draft  EIS,  Timber  Management 
for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13,  submitted  through  the  Office  of  Planning 
and  Research  in  the  Governor's  Office.   Our  review,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-95 
and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  I969,  was  coordinated 
with  the  Departments  of  Conservation,  Fish  and  Game,  Forestry,  Parks 
and  Recreation,  Water  Resources,  and  Health;  the  Air  Resources,  Solid 
Waste  Management,  and  State  Water  Resources  Control  Boards;  and  the 
Coastal  and  State  Lands  Commissions. 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFG)  finds  the  report  lacking  in  its 
commitment  to  acceptable  mitigation  of  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.   Consequently,  DFG  recommends  that  BLM  revise  the  report 
so  that  fish  and  wildlife  resources  receive  equal  emphasis  with  tim- 
ber.  BLM' s  "accepted"  mitigation  measures  (Chapter  2)  are  Inadequate 
to  reduce  adverse  impacts  to  acceptable  levels  as  required  by  NEPA 
and  CEQA .   DFG  recommends  that  BLM  implement  the  mitigation  measures 
presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the  report  as  minimum  standards  for  fish 
and  wildlife  protection.   Chapter  4  presents  some  very  good  mitigation 
•  measures  (e.g.,  for  old  growth  and  roads)  which  are  considerably  more 
suitable  than  those  in  Chapter  2.   Since  Chapter  2  neither  identifies 
fishery  or  water  quality  impacts,  nor  recommends  mitigation,  it  appears 
that  BLM  does  not  intend  to  implement  any  measures  to  reduce  the  pro- 
ject's adverse  impacts  upon  these  two  valuable  resources. 

DFG  has  the  following  specific  comments  to  support  its  contention  that 
Chapter  2  is  inadequate  in  its  proposed  mitigation: 

1.  The  proposed  action  does  not  document  what  will  be  undertaken  in 
c_l     remedial  management.   There  should  be  an  assessment  of  impacts  of 

the  monotyplc  forests  that  will  result  in  these  areas. 

2.  The  allowable  cut  states  that  some  hardwoods  will  be  left.   Hard- 
c_2     woods  that  are  good  mast  producers  should  be  more  than  90  years  old 

and  thus  require  retention  over  at  least  one  rotation. 
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Buffer  strips  are  not  adequate  to  protect  aquatic  resources  -- 
a  uniform  width  is  inappropriate  when  considering  soils,  slope, 
steepness,  erodibility,  and  vegetative  cover.   The  buffer  strips 
should  vary  from  a  minimum  of  100  feet  on  each  side  of  the 
stream  up  to  the  entire  inner  gorge  area  on  steep,  erodible  soils. 


4.|The  section  on  herbicides  should  Include  a  discussion  of  the  trun- 
R-tl   I  cation  of  vegetaive  succession  and  mitigations  should  be  proposed. 

5.  Mitigation  measures  listed  in  Table  2-4  should  be  improved  as 
follows: 

a.  Page  2-28  -  Stand  Management.   20  acres  of  old  growth  is 
too  small  to  benefit  obligate  (dependent)  species.  The 

Cj_5  cutting  cycles  should  be  staggered  and  the  ultimate  mono- 

typlc forests  resulting  from  intensive  management  must  be 
dealt  with. 

b.  Page  2-28  -  Sensitive  Species.   300  acres  of  excellent 
habitat  is  the  minimum  necessary  to  support  a  pair  of 

1         spotted  owls.   This  target  acreage  should  not  be  reduced 
unless  BLM  receives  written  assurances  that  adjacent 
landowners  of  similar  habitat  will  maintain  their  lands 
for  spotted  owls  in  conjunction  with  adjacent  BLM  lands. 

Inactive  teritories  should  receive  better  management  di- 
rection from  BLM.   It  appears  that  the  agency  will  only 
provide  a  biannual  survey  as  a  management  activity.  DFG 
recommends  that  these  areas  be  maintained  for  five  to 
ten  years  after  becoming  inactive. 

The  concept  of  "where  encountered"  for  many  species  listed 
in  this  section  is  inappropriate.   Wildlife  6hould  be 
managed  on  a  habitat  basis. 

We  greatly  appreciate  having  been  given  an  opportunity  to  review  this 
report.  Question  regarding  DFG's  conments  should  be  directed  to  John 
Hayes,  623  Cypress,  Redding  96001  (Humboldt,  Del  Norte,  or  Trinity 
Counties)  or  Theodore  Wooster,  Post  Office  Box  47,  Yountville  94599 
(Mendocino,  Sonoma,  or  Lake  Counties). 


Sincerely, 


/6Wvt\2^^ 


JAMES  W.  BURNS 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Resources 


cc :  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
(SCH  80091002) 
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COMMENT  LETTER  6.   The  Resources  Agency  of  California,  Sacramento,  Ca. 


6-1   Issue:   Remedial  management. 

In  most  cases  managed  forests  will  be  more  monotypic  than  they  are  at 
present  but  will  vary  depending  on  their  present  species  composition 
and  the  alternative  chosen.  Aa  stated  under  Allowable  Cut  Calculation, 
Page  2-11,  the  goal  for  future  Btands  1b  10  percent  hardwoods  along 
with  various  desired  conifers.   Without  the  use  of  herbicides  (Page 
vii)  and  with  the  high  cost  of  labor,  it  will  be  difficult  to  control 
hardwoods,  particularly  in  remedial  stands.  Wildlife  mitigation 
(Pages  2-27  through  2-30)  will  apply  to  remedial  stands,  including  a 
minimum  positive  commitment  to  hardwood  retention.   Many  of  the  timber 
stands  are  small  and  surrounded  by  various  vegetation  types  and  vege- 
tation in  various  stages  of  succession.   It  is  acknowledged  that  all 
of  the  intensive  timber  management  alternatives  would  result  in  the 
reduction  of  habitat  quality  for  species  that  prefer  more  open  forests 
and  depend  heavily  on  food  produced  by  hardwood  trees. 

6-2   Issue:   Hardwood  retention. 

Wildlife  mitigation  (Page  2-28)  requires  that  a  biologist  select 
hardwoods  for  retention  on  a  case-by-case  basis.   The  intention  Is 
that  the  best  trees  be  selected.   It  is  not  intended  or  implied 
that  trees  selected  for  retention  be  removed  at  or  before  90  years 
of  age. 


6-3   Issue:   Stream  buffer  strips. 
See  response  to  Issue  1-2. 


6 — ^4   Issue:   Herbicides. 

Herbicide  use  during  the  10-year  period  would  impact  only  small  areas 
of  forbs  and  grasses  competing  with  Individual  tree  seedlings.   The 
actual  area  of  proposed  treatment  is  quite  small,  so  the  effects  on 
vegetative  succession  would  be  negligible.  Mitigations  over  and  above 
the  herbicide  parameters  contained  in  Appendix  2-3  will  be  determined 
by  a  site-specific  environmental  assessment. 


6-5 


Issue:   Wildlife  mitigation. 

Twenty-acre  reserves  are  not  intended  to  provide  suitable  habitat 
for  the  most  "obligate"  species.   This  1b  a  more  general  recommenda- 
tion aimed  at  retaining  habitat  diversity  and  some  forest  habitat 
in  areas  where  forests  are  isolated  (Page  2-28).   According  to  Soils 
and  Toth  (1979),  areas  of  approximately  20  to  25  acres  include  the 
territories  of  many  species  that  occur  in  the  mixed  evergreen  forest 
type.  Areas  occupied  by  the  more  sensitive  obligate  species,  such 
as  the  spotted  owl  and  goshawk,  would  be  larger  (Page  2-28  and  2-29) . 
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COMMENT  LETTER  7.   Mr.  4  Mrs.  DenniB  Bourassa,  Miranda,  Ca. 


Issue:   Gilhara  Butte,  exclusion  from  timber  base. 

For  clarification,  as  mentioned  in  the  Summary  on  Page  vii,  Paragraph 
2  under  Areas  of  Controversy,  "As  a  consequence  of  the  Bureau's  land- 
use  planning  process,  approximately  1,700  acres  of  the  Gilham  Butte 
block  are  proposed  in  the  Scattered  Blocks  Planning  Unit  (Maps  2-1 
and  2-2)  MFP  Step  2  for  exclusion  from  the  timber  production  base." 
As  stated  on  Page  2-4,  Paragraph  A,  "Two  of  the  MFPs  (Red  Mountain 
and  Scattered  Blocks)  do  not  have  completed  land-use  allocation 
decisions  (MFP  Step  3)."  Also  on  Page  2-4,  last  paragraph,  it  is 
stated  that  this  statement  is  not  a  Bite-specific  land-use  alloca- 
tion or  timber  sale  plan,  but  rather  a  tool  in  the  deciBion-making 
process.   Actions  or  decisions  for  the  timber  program  as  well  as 
land-use  allocations  are  subject  to  final  decisions  as  a  consequence 
of  the  Bureau  Planning  System. 
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P.O.    Box   4574 
ttedway,    CA  9556O 
November  14,    1980 

to 


Dlstrlot  Manager 
Uklah  DlBtrlot  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  940 
Uklah,  OA  95482 

Dear  Dlstrlot  Manager: 

I  am  a  oonoerned  property  owner  living  adjacent 
to  Gilham  Butte  patiently  waiting  for  soil  erosion 
In  this  area,  caused  by  abusive  logging  practices, 
to  abate  and  reclaim  Itself. 

1  am  encouraged  to  learn  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  1b  tentatively  recommending  the  preserva- 
tion of  Qllham  Butte  by  excluding  It  from  the  timber 
production  base  for  the  future  10-year  program. 

Should  this  be  enacted,  I  feel  that  the  majority 
of  Humboldt  County  residents  will  be  benefited  of 
their  environmental  rights. 


Sincerely, 


Qyu  uJLs?      /}  ,/vVU  ^^ 


Donald  Borthwlok 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 

216  Fremont  Street 

San  Francisco,  Ca.  941 05 


Project  *D-BLM-K65041-CA 
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Dean  Stepanek,  District  Manager 
Ukiah  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  940 
Ukiah   CA   95482 

Dear  Mr.  Stepanek: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  received  and 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
titled  UKIAH  DISTRICT  OFFICE  TIMBER  MANAGEMENT. 

The  EPA's  comments  on  the  DEIS  have  been  classified  as 
Category  LO-2.   Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided  by 
the  enclosure.   The  classification  and  the  date  of  the  EPA's 
comments  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  accord- 
ance with  our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of  our 
views  on  proposed  Federal  Actions  under  Section  309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.   Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments 
on  both  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  statement. 

The  EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS 
and  requests  five  copies  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  when  available. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments,  please 
contact  Susan  Sakaki,  EIS  Review  Coordinator,  at 
(415)  556-7858. 


f.nMMFNT  1  F.TTER  9 


Water  Quality  Comments 

1.    The  DEIS  states  on  page  4-69  that  "Mass  movement  and 

other  types  of  erosion  caused  by  road  construction  and 
yarding  are  irreversible.   While  much  of  the  soil  would 
be  moved  downslope  and  remain  available  for  use  by 
vegetation,  about  7,340  tons  of  sediment  would  enter  the 
stream  system  and  be  unavailable  for  plant  use.   Therefore, 
there  would  be  irreversible  losses  of  soil  and  nutrients 
that  could  adversely  affect  not  only  site  productivity 
for  tree  growth  but  also  water  quality  and  fisheries  habitat. 

Additionally,  page  4-7  states  that  "Under  the  proposed 
management  plan,  about  51,930  tons  of  soil  could  be 
eroded  because  of  yarding  and  14,325  tons  by  road 

I  construction  and  reconstruction."   The  FEIS  should  assess 
the  adequacy  of  the  current  mitigation  strategy  to  limit 
the  deposition  of  sediment  to  the  stream  system.   EPA 
suggests  that  additional  mitigation  measures  may  be  needed 
to  adequately  protect  water  quality. 
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SheHa_^M.  Prindiville. 
Acting  Regional  Admfni 

Enclosure 


trator 
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The  FEIS  should  contain  a  discuss 
between  the  proposed  management  p 
management  plan  developed  by  BLM 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  pla 
by  EPA  on  December  19,  1979,  incl 
practices  (BMPs)  for  grazing  and 
EPA's  understanding  that  BMPs  for 
roads  and  construction,  and  wildl 
be  developed  by  BLM  as  a  continua 
Planning.  The  FEIS  should  provid 
of  BMPs  for  the  areas  listed  abov 
should  incorporate  any  newly  deve 
mitigation  strategy.  Consistency 
management  plan  with  the  water  qu 
approved  by  EPA  must  be  demonstra 


ion  of  the  relationship 
Ian  and  the  water  quality 
pursuant  to  Section  208 
n,  which  was  approved 
udes  Best  Management 
recreation.   It  is 

mining,  silviculture, 
ife  management  were  to 
tion  of  Section  208 
e  an  updated  version 

Also,  the  FEIS 
loped  BMPs  into  the 

of  the  proposed 
ality  management  plan 
ted  in  the  FEIS. 


The  DEIS  states  on  page  4-9,  "The  proposal  includes  the 
application  of  herbicides  and  nitrogen  fertilizer  to 
small  areas.   Washing  by  rainwater,  leaching,  or  wind 
drift  could  spread  these  chemicals  into  adjacent  areas 
or  streams."   The  FEIS  should  contain  an  expanded 
discussion  clarifying  the  anticipated  impacts  resulting 
from  these  activities  and  list  measures  designed  to 
mitigate  any  adverse  effects. 
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EIS  CATEGOFlY  CODES 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 

tO — Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft 
impact  statement)  or  suggests  only  minor  changes  in  the  proposed  action. 

ER — Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain 
aspects  of  the  proposed  action.   EPA  believes  that  further  study  of 
suggested  alternatives  or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the 
originating  Federal  agency  to  reassess  these  aspects. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of  its 
potentially  harmful  effect  on  the  environment.   Furthermore,  the  Agency 
believes  that  the  potential  safeguards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not 
adequately  protect  the  environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action. 
The  Agency  recommends  that  alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed  further 
(including  the  possibility  of  no  action  at  all). 

Adequacy  of  the  Ir.ipcct  Statement 

Category  1 — Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  alternatives  rea- 
sonably available  to  the  project  or  action. 

Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain  suffi- 
cient information  to  assess  ful3y  the  environmental  impact  of  the  pro- 
posed project  or  action.   However,  from  the  information  submitted,  the 
Agency  is  able  to  make  a  preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on 
the  environment.   EPA  has  requested  that  the  originator  provide  the 
information  that  was  not  included  in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  3 — Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  adequately  assess 
the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action,  or  that  the 
statement  inadequately  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.   The 
Agency  has  requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the  poten- 
tial environmental  hazards  and  has  asked  that  substantial  revision  be 
made  to  the  issp-jct  r.t  ntc— \-i  t . 

If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no  rating  will  be 
made  of  the  project  or  actio-i,  since  a  basis  doos  not  generally  exist  on 
which  to  make  such  a  determination. 


COMMENT  LETTER  9.   Environmental  Protection  Agency,  San  Francisco,  Ca. 


9-1  Issue:   Water  Quality. 

The  adequacy  of  current  mitigation  in  limiting  the  deposition  of 
sediment  into  the  stream  system  will  be  assessed  in  a  site-specific 
analysis.   Page  2-12  discusses  the  need  for  site-specific  inter- 
pretation of  each  discrete  timber  management  activity. 

Cj_2  Issue:   Clean  Water  Act. 

The  Bureau's  approach  to  developing  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs) 
is  to  do  so  on  a  site-specific  basis  rather  than  in  broad  generalities. 
According  to  BLM's  Section  208  report,  "...it  became  evident  that  in 
order  for  any  recommended  management  practices  to  satisfy  the  intent 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act  they  (BMPs)  would  have  to  be  developed  on  a 
site-specific  basis"  (USDI,  BLM  1979a).   Parameters  and  mitigations 
presented  in  the  draft  statement  are  districtwide  BMPs.   These  will 
be  modified  where  necessary  on  a  site-specific  basis. 

Q_y  Issue:   Herbicides  and  nitrogen  fertilizer. 

Anticipated  impacts  from  the  application  of  herbicides  and  fertilizer 
will  be  considered  in  greater  detail  in  the  site-specific  environmental 
assessment.   Guidelines  to  mitigate  adverse  effects  are  listed  in 
Appendix  2-3.   Those  guidelines  can  be  more  narrowly  defined  for 
specific  sites. 
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Salmon  Creek 
■+  November   lyou 

District  Kanager 

Titian    District   Oillce 

Bureau   ol    Lana   management 

P.O.    mox   yw 

liklah,    California     yjto2 

Dear  sir: 

I  woulo  llKe  to  oocimeno  nlgniy  i-ne  ukiah  District  Office 
for  its  decision  to  exempt  the  foilham  Butte  scattered  block 
irom  timber  harvest  plans.   1  know  that  it  was  not  your  initial 
intention  and  that  it  was  in  response  to  citizewSs'  pleas  that 
you  decloed  to  reconsider.   Like  lew  other  governmental  institutions 
in  my  acquaintance,  the  Ukiah  District  Office  made  repeated  and 
sincere  efforts  to  elicit  public  comment,,  with  sometimes  disappointing 
results.   I  w.-.s  particularly  impressea  with  Hill  Hus ,  whose 
integrity  and  carefulness  seev\   largely  out  01  character  with 
our  time,  and  so  all  the  nore  precious;  ana  Ltan  V/hltmai'Sh, 
whose  subtle  encouragement  let  us  know  we  nad  a  irleno  within, 
lor  those  of  us  in  cne  nelgnoorhood  01  oilnam  nutte  who  have 
been  asking  ior  its  protection  these  part  several  years,  this 
decision  by  the  Hid.   coniirms  that  at  least  sometimes  governmental 
policy  can  be  affected  by  those  outside  traditional  circles 
ol  povrcr  and  influence. 

I  can't  presume  to  speak  for  the  animals,  plants,  and  trees 
that  grow  on  Gilhan  Butte,  but  I  imagine  that  if  they  knew  what 
you've  decided  to  do  with  their  hone,  they  would  also  thank  you. 
Thanks  attain  for  heeding  our  appeals. 

In  appreciation, 

<'l'l'/k_  ><•■"*•""'  f 
Mark  Sommer 
Box  (M 

l.iranda,  California  y'-' 55j 


COMMENT  LETTER  10.   Mark  Sommer ,  Miranda,  Ca . 

10-1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 


Comment  Letter  11 


Response  Letter  11 


o 


ll-ll 


Moveabar  15,   1980 
Harris,   California 


We  the  undersigned  are  residents  and  landowners  of  the  Tom  Long  Creek 
watershed  (R.   5S. ,    T.  53.) 

We  consider  the  proposal  to  harvest  timber  on  the  BLM  parcel  In  our 
watershed  a  detriment  to  the  integrity  of  the  watershed  as  an  eco- 
systeo  and  a  threat  to  our  private  lands  which  lie  below  it. 

Wa  strongly  racommend  that  this  400  acre  BLM  parcel  be  designated  a 
natural  area  as  described  in  the  Timber  Management  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.      This  parcel  is  the  only  remaining  old-growth  in  the 
watershed,  with  the  exception  of  a  small  stand  ovmed  by  Eel  River 
Sawmills.     Acoording  to  the  ELS,    "One  of  tiie  primary  goals  of  the 
natural  area  program  is   the  preservation  of  the  representative  samples 
of  all  ecosystems.      The  major  endangered  ecosystem  that  could  be 
impacted  by  the  proposed  action  is   the  mi;tc;d  evergreen  forest.     Areas 
containing  an  old-growth  Douglas-fir  ecosystem  of  significant  size 
(3JO-900  acres)   are  becoming  increasingly  rare  in  the  Coast  Range, 
especially  at  the  low  elevations  in  the  outer  Coast  Range."    (EIS  p.   3-32) 
This  parcel  is  one  of  those  rare  areas. 

In  addition,   the  increased  erosion  and  baseflow  resulting  from  good 
logging  practice  could  jeopardize  the  stability  and  progressive 
recovery  of  our  private  lands  downslope  and  downstream.      The  springs 
which  we  depend  on  for  our  life  here  will  be  affected  by  cutting  of 
timber  on  that  parcel. 

We  urge  you  to  re-evaluate  your  decision  and  reclassify  this  parcel  as 
a  natural  area. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  11.  Multiple  Bignaturas,  Harris  and  Garberville,  Ca. 


11_1  Issue:   Tom  L°ng  Creek. 

The  public  land  parcels  in  the  Tom  Long  Creek  watershed  are  part  of 
the  Red  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  Although  some  of  the  productive 
forest  land  parcels  in  that  area  are  identified  by  Map  2-2  as  being 
capable  of  sustained  yield  of  forest  products,  final  land  use  allo- 
cation decisions  have  yet  to  be  made.  As  stated  on  Page  2-4,  Para- 
graphs 3  and  5,  the  Red  Mountain  and  Scattered  Blocks  planning  units 
have  only  proposed  land-use  designations  at  this  stage  of  the  plan- 
ning process. 
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COMMENT  LETTEK  13.   Charlie  Eagle,  Phlll lpsvllle,  Ca . 


13"1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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LAW  Y  A.  MALATO 
P.O.  Box  35 
Phillipsville,  California 


95559 


District  Manager 

Ukiah  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  9<*0 

Ukiah,  California  95^82 

Dear  Siri 


II  support  the  decision  made  in  the  Draft  Timber  Management 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  exclude  the  Gilham  Butte 
management  block  from  the  timber  production  base. 

I  believe  thore  is  a  need  to  preserve  the  last  few  remaining 
old  growth  stands  in  Northern  California.   This  is  necessary 
to  provide  a  genetic  bank  for  the  regeneration  of  the  surrounding, 
previously  logged  over,  eroding  land,  a  habitat  for  the  few 
remaining  "spectacular  wild  animals"  in  the  area  --  Bald  and 
Golden  Faglns,  spotted  owl,  bear,  cougar,  otter,  piliated 
woodpecker  and  fisher-r-and  provide  a  healthy  watershed  to  nurture 
and  protect  the  already  severely  damaged  salmon  fisheries  of 
the  Eel  and  Mattole  Rivers. 

Because  of  the  scarcity  of  such  areas,  and  the  extremely  steep 
and  fragile  landscape  of  Gilham  Butte,  any  other  decision  would 
constitute  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable-  expenditure  of  the 
public  resource;-. 

I  congratulate  Dean  Stepanek  and  his  staff  on  completion  of 

this  comprehensive,  well  researched,  impresrive  and  difficult  task. 

Sincerely, 


Larry  Malato 


November   14,    I98O 


COMMENT  LETTER    15.      Larry   Malato,    Phillipsville,    Ca. 


15~1       Issue:      Gilham  Butte. 

See  response   to   Issue   7-1 . 


Comment  Letter  16 


Comment  Letter  16 


Ln 


15  November  1980 
Shelter  Cove  Star  Route 
Whitethorn,   California 
954R9 

District  Manager,  irklah  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
555  Leslie  Street 
Ukiah,   California  95482 

Sir: 

Please  consider  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  /  Sustained  Yield  Unit  15  /  10-Year  TlSSer 
Management  Plan  (hereafter;  DEIS). 

SUMMARY  COMMENTS 

BLM  and  the  EIS  Team  have  done  an  outstanding  job  on  the 
present  DEIS.  The  following  lengthy  comments  focus  on  improvements 
that  can  be  made  in  the  DEIS.  This  critical  focus  Bhould  not  be 
construed  as  a  judgement  against  the  fine  accomplishments  already- 
manifested  in  the  DEIS.  Instead,  the  following  comments  are  intended 
to  support  and  supplement  the  many  positive  aspects  of  the  document. 

The  DEIS  demonstrates  clearly  that  the  destruction  of  old- 
growth  habitat  is  the  most  serious  and  severe  impact  of  the  proposed 
action  and  alternatives.  Yet  the  DEIS  also  establishes  that  neither 
the  proposed  action  nor  any  present  alternative,  even  when  combined 
with  all  the  hither-to  committed  mitigations,  adequately  protects  the 
old-growth  resource.  Consequently,  it  is  legally  and  ethically 
incumbent  upon  BLM  to  commit  further  mitigations  and/or  to  develop 
and  adopt  other  alternatives,  such  that  this  grave  environmental 
effect  is  adequately  ameliorated.  As  a  concerned  biologist  long  and 
closely  familiar  with  the  region  and  its  problems,  I  cannot  otherwise 
support  the  document,  the  proposed  action,  or  anj_  of  the  alternatives. 
Rationale  for  this  stance  is  elaborated  below. 

The  foregoing  is  not  to  suggest  there  are  not  other  very 
serious  problems  assessed  by  the  DEIS  which  must  be  dealt  with  more 
effectively  than  is  presently  provided.  Probably  foremost  among  these 
is  the  problem  of  severe  erosion  and  sedimentation.  This  has  been 
inadequately  assessed  in  the  DEIS  and  my  ensuing  comments  address 
this  problem  extensively.  Literature  herein  cited  appears  at  the  end 
of  this  comment  letter. 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Public  participation  (scoping)  identified  the   further  reduction 
of  old-growth  wildlife  habitat  as  the  issue  of  first  priority 
concern. (DEIS  pp.   2-1,    5-21).  The  DEIS  establishes  clearly  that  the 
proposed  action  and  the  alternatives  would  have  serious  detrimental 
impacts  on  remaining  old-growth  habitat  (DEIS  4-17,  4-24,    4-27, 
4-41/42,  4-66/67,   4-70).   In  what  is  probably  the  most  candid  and 
important  discussion  in  the  entire  DEIS,  even  the  old-growth  altern- 
ative is  shown  clearly  to  be  seriously  weak  in  its  treatment  of 
old-growth  habitat  (DEIS  4-55)}  and  inappropriately  unmentioned  in 
the  DSIS  is  the  fact  the  serious  weaknesses  apply  with  even  greater 
force  to  the  proposal  and  all  the  other  alternatives.  The  gravity  of 
the  impacts  on  old  growth  is  touched  on  at  several  places   (DEIS  at 
5-17  first  sentence,   5-21/22,   5-25,   4-17,  4-21,   4-?4,   4-27,   4-61, 
4-66,  4-70).   Given  the  seriousness  and  severity  of  the  impacts, 
which  are  inappropriately  understated  in  the  text  of  the  DEIS  (cf. 
Sutherland,   DEIS  at  R-9),   the  proposal  and  all  present  alternatives 
should  be  rejected   (cf.  42  DSC  4531,   4352:   the  courts  have  now  held 
repeatedly  that  theBe  are  actually  substantive  provisions.   Also,   Ln 
Jlcarilla  Tribe  v.  Morton,   the  9th  Circuit  Court  held  that  under  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act  that  a  decision  will  be  reversed  where 
it  clearly  gives  insufficient  weight  to  environmental  values.); 
however,   these  serious  impacts  may  be  substantially  mitigated,   but 
only  if  the  agency  at  least  commits  the  proposed  mitigation  of 
"old-growth  reserves"   (DEIS  4-54/55,   4-72/73).  This  mitigation  has 
not  yet  been  committed  apparently  because  it  requires  further 
analysis   (DEIS  4-1).   However,   the   segregation  of  this  mitigation 
from  those  mitigations  already  committed   (DEIS  2-26/31)  conveys  a 
strong  suggestion  it  has  already  been  rejected.   Environmental 
statements  are  to  be  action-forcing  (40  CTO  1502.1)  and  not  a 
justification  for  decisions  already  made  (40  CTO  1502.2(g);   BLM 
Manual  1792. 43A1).   This  old-growth  mitigation  is  so  extremely 
Important  to  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives  that  if  it  indeed 
requires  further  analysis  it  should  be  fully  and  fairly  analysed 
as  as  alternative  in  its  own  right   (see  especially  516  DM  4.10  B). 
The  present  failure  of  the  DEIS  to  present  adequate  analysis  of  this 
crucial  mitigation  is  a  failure  to  present  a  Clear  basis  for  a  choice 
among  options   (40  CFR  1502.14)  and  a  failure  to  present  a  full  and 
fair  discussion  of  all  significant  environmental  issues  and  altern- 
atives (40  C»R  1502.1).   I  urge  the  "old-growth  reserves"  be  fully 
accepted  as  a  committed  mitigation.   If  this  is  not  done,   I  request 
a  full  explanation  as  to  why,   in  accordance  with  40  CTO  1505.2(c). 
The  foregoing  is  perhaps  the  most  serious   flaw  of  the  DEIS. 

Also,  I  recommend  the  addition  of  the  parcel  at  Tom  Long  Creek, 
Humboldt  County,  as  a  further  appropriate  old-growth  reserve. 
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There  are  other  reasonable  and  legal  alternatives  which  should 
be  considered.  (40  C"R  1502.2(e),   1502. 14(a))   516  DM  5.3  E)   see  alao 
Vrlenda  of  the  Earth  v.   Coleman,   9th  Cir.   1975,    518  P.    2d  B23)  and 
Keith  v.   Volpe,   CD."  Cal.  197g,   352  F.   Supp.   1524,   affd.    506  F.   2d 
696,    cert.  den.   420  U.S.   908).   Foremost  among  these  perhaps  are  the 
alternatives  of  delayed  action  (see  BLM  Manual  1792.44R8a(2))  and 
staged  implementation  (BLH  Manual  1792.44E8a(3)).   These  two  similar 
alternatives  are  substantially  different  than  any  yet  proposed.   Delay 
or  staging  could  be  predicated  upon  ameliorating  the  primary  environ- 
mental impact,   loss  of  old-growth  habitat.  This  impact  is  so  great  as 
to  require  consideration  of  all  reasonable  alternatives.   These 
alternatives  are  legally  Justifiable  under  the  principle  of  multiple 
use  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act.   This  principle 
provides  that  the  public  lands  are  to  be  managed  without  permanent 
impairment  of  the  quality  of  the  environment,  and  not  necessarily 
for  the  greatest  economic  return  (43  USC  1701(a)(7):   1702(c)) 
1712(c)(1).   For  further  Justification  see  also  43  USC  1701(a)(8); 
1712(c)(5))    (6))    (7)). 

Also,   the  DEIS  should  clearly  provide  that  the   final  choice 
may  consist  of  a  combination  of  options,   and  all  elements  of  any  such 
a  combination  should  be  given  some  independent  consideration;   or 
otherwise,   a  number  of  variant  alternatives  should  be  developed 
(B1M  Manual  1792.44E8a(5)).   For  example,   it  might  be  found  upon 
examination  that  the  proposed  action  modified  by  the  subtraction  of 
gross  yarding  and  combined  with  the  committed  ml  ti  ration  of  old- 
growth  reserves  would  be  the  preferable  option  from  the  viewpoint 
of  NEPA.   Such   flexibility  would  be  to  emphasize  real  environmental 
issues  and  alternatives  (40  CFR  1500.2(b))  and  provide   for  better 
decisions  (40  CFR  1500.1(c)). 

The  agency  should  identify  its  preferred  alternative   (40  CFR 
1502.14(e)). 

Another  issue  which  may  be  quite  important  is  that  the  presenta- 
tions in  the  DEIS  are  based  importantly  upon  the  major  assumption 
that  significant  MFP  recommendations  will  be  accepted  as  final   (DEIS 
2-4,   2-6).   These   recommendations,  if  accepted,   act  as  significant 
mitigations  to  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.    Substantial 
deviations  from  these  recommendations  could  render  the  DEIS 
inadequate   (40  CFR  1502.9(a)).   This  fact  is  not  brought  out  in  the 
DEIS,   and  the  issue  merits  clarification. 

I  strongly  support  the  MFP  recommendation  that  Gilham  Butte  be 
established  as  a  Natural  Area  (DEIS  3-32).  My  numerous   reasons  for 
this  support  may  be  reviewed  in  my  previous  letters  to  your  office  on 
that  subject  and  in  my  lengthy  article  in  Star  Root,   Vol.   1  No.  1 
(1977).  
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Because  it  is  so  urgent  to  conserve  significant  amounts  of 
old-growth  habitat,   if  the  proposed  mitigation  of  old-growth  reserves 
is  not   fully  committed  and/or  some  new  and  effective  alternative, 
not  now  present  in  the  DEIS,   is  not  chosen,   I  cannot  support  the 
DEIS,    the  proposed  action,   or  any  present  alternative.   Beyond  this, 
as  a  matter  of  preference,    I  would  recommend  adoption  of  that 
alternative  which  least  impacts  the  old-growth  resource.  That  is, 
at  least  for  the  next  few  decades,    the  limited  Investment  alternative 
(DEIS  at  4-41,  4-67).   This  is  to  stress  the  extreme  importance  of 
conserving  old  growth.   If  the  proposed  mitigation  of  ol<J-growth 
reserves  is  fully  committed,   then  I  strongly  recommend  adoption  of 
the  managed  old-growth  alternative. 

Figure  4-3  (DEIS  at  4-67)  shows  acres  of  old  growth  falling 
off  in  the  early  decades  about  equally  as  rapidly  for  Doth  the 
proposal  and  the  limited  investment  alternative.  This  result  is  not 
reasonable  if  in  fact  the  proposal  provides   for  199  acres  of  roads 
in  the   first  decade   (DEIS  4-15)  while  limited  investment  provides 
only  129  acres  (DEIS  4-59).   Surely  the  differing  amounts  of  access 
should  manifest  more  sharply  in  acres  of  old  growth  lost.  Loss  of 
old  growth  also  would  be   sharply  moderated  by  the  differences  of 
allowable  cute  (97  MMBF  proposal,   p.   2-8,   versus  65  MM3F  limited 
investment,  p.   2-19).   I  believe  a  recalculation  of  these  and  other 
influences  will  show  in  Figure  4-3  the  limited  investment  alternative 
to  have  a  more  moderate   influence  on  remaining  old-growth  stocks  than 
is  presently  shown.  The  inaccuracies  of  the  present  treatment  render 
the  DEIS  discussions  of  this  alternative  quite  inadequate. 

Also,   at  many  places  in  the  DEIS  it  would  be  helpful  if 
discussions  were  reshuffled  to  their  most  appropriate  headings.   For 
example,  under  the  discussion  of  the  limited  investment  alternative 
(DEIS  2-18/lfl)  there  is  no  mention  that  fewer  roads  would  be  built: 
such  information  must  be  gleaned  elsewhere   (DEIS  4-37/9).   Cross- 
referencing  would  be  very  helpful   (see  BLM  Manual  1792.44E3b(5) ). 
And  also  the  very  important  discussion  of  wildlife  at  DEIS  4-53 
relates  to  the  discussion  of  wildlife  at  DEIS  4-72/73,   thus  the  text 
at  4-72/73  should  have  a  cross-reference  to  DEIS  4-53. 

Some  clarification  of  basic  statements  is  needed.   I  found  the 
DEIS  at  first  confusing  in  its  presentation  of  the  basic  issues.    I 
suggest,   for  example,   that  the  following  underlined  clarifications 
be   added  to  the   second  paragraph  on  DEIS  v: 

"The  proposed  action  is  an  intensive  10-year  program  to  harvest 
97  million  board  feet  of  timber  from  4220  acres  of  BlJJ-managed 
forest  containing  significant  olA-growth  habitat,   and  to  perform 
....The   timber  production  base    for  all  decades,    a  product  of. ..." 
Also,    the  lengthy  discussion  of  the  VVp  process,    combined  with  its 
importance  to  the   proposed  action  and  alternatives,    creates   further 
confusion.    It  should  be   clearly  stated  at  DEIS  2-5/4  that  this   is 
not  an  environmental   statement   for  the  MFP  and  that  the  discussion 
in  the  DEIS  is  presented  as  background  material. 
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The  DKIS  at  4-15  states  that  under  the  proposal  in  the   first 
ten  years  4220  acres  of  old  growth  would  b«  permanently  changed  to 
second  growth.   If  so,   the  chart  at  DKIS  4-67  is  seriously  In  error. 
If  Instead  this   figure  of  4220  acres  is  in  error,   provide  the  correct 
figure  if  known.   If  unknown,   please  so  indicate   (40  CT?  1502.22). 

According  to  Map  2-1   (DEIS  2-5),   the  King  Range  extension  area 
of  1976  is  not  a  part  of  SYU  8.  This  contradicts  Map  2-2.   Clarify, 
please. 

I  strongly  support  provisions  calling  for  full-bench  excavation 
with  end-hauling  of  waste  materials   (DEIS  2-12)  and  this  should  be 
committed  be  a  mitigation.   However,   the  DEIS  presents  a  boggling 
apparent  contradiction  as  to  Just  which  slopes  such  provisions  might 
apply.  DEIS  at  2-12  applies  the  techniques  to  slopes  exceeding  60^, 
while  an  excellent  committed  mitigation  at  DEIS  2-26  provides  that 
roads  will  not  be  built  on  slopes  in  excess  of  60%. 

DEIS  at  4-5  projects  a  mere  22%  of  soil  erosion  will  come  from 
roads,  and  similar  percentages  are  shown  in  Table  4—6  (DEIS  4-38). 
However,   DEIS  at  4-64/65  projects  roads  as  the  major  cause  of 
erosion.   Numerous  published  references  agree  with  the  latter 
conclusion,  and  published  figures  most  often  show  501  to  80*,   or 
even  more,   of  erosion  originating  from  roading  (e.g.,  Anderson, 
1971s57).   The  highest  percentages  are  much  more  likely  in  SYU  13, 
because  roads  are  cut  relatively  deeply.  And  in  the  dominant   forest 
soil   (Hugo)  the  A  horizon  is  strongly  erosion-resistant  while  the 
B  horizon,   commonly  exposed  by  road  cutting,   is  very  erodible  (Dodge 
et  al.  at  p.  60,   DEIS  at  R-5).   It  is  thus  apparent  the  projections 
of  about  ZS%  are  highly  incorrect. 

The  comparison  of  horizon  credibility  in  the  dominant  Hugo 
soil  shown  in  Dodge  et  al.    (supra)   is  of  considerable  moment  and 
should  be  well  discussed  in  the  DEIS.   Present  attitudes,   fostered 
by  a  misleading  rating  found  in  the  California  Vorest  Practice  Rules, 
lightly  regard  the  magnitude  of  the  erosion  problem  in  Hugo  soils; 
reform  of  the  California  rating  system  is  strongly  opposed  by 
vested  interests.   The  Eel  watershed,   in  which  most  SYU  13  lands  are 
located  (DEIS  3-9),   is  strongly  dominated  by  Hugo  soils  (Soil- 
Vegetation  Maps),   thus  the  words  of  the  U.S.   Geological  Survey 
(1971:1)  are  here  exceedingly  telling: 

"The  Eel  River  has  the  highest  recorded  average  annual  suspended 
sediment  yield  per  square  mile  of  drainage  area  of  any  river  of 
its  size  or  larger  in  the  United  States, .. .The  erosion  rate  in  the 
Eel  River  basin  is  a  major  watershed  management  problem." 

The  magnitude  of  the  erosion  problem  would  be  strongly  affected 
by  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives,  yet  not  even  the  magnitude 
of  the  overall  proolem  is  adequately  assessed  in  the  DEIS,   and  the 
proposed  mitigations  reflect  this  weakness. 
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Kojan   (19L7)    found   the   principal   causn   of  stream  sedimentation 
in   California's  North  Coast   Ranges   to   be   the  mass  wasting  processes 
of  slumps  and  earthflows.   ilia  widely  cited   findings  contradict  the 
DEIS   (at   5-9  next  to  last  paragraph),    and   the  DKIS  discussion   is 
unsubstantiated   (-!0  CTl  1502.24,    1502.21;    516  DU  4.12).    The   great 
majority  of  these  slumps  are  initiated,   accelerated,   or  reactivated 
by  man's   activities    (many  published   references),    especially  activities 
which  disturb  the  natural  hydrology  even  slightly.   These  Include 
especially  road  building,   including  skid  roads,   and  may  even  undtr 
extreme  circumstances  include  a  mere  one  or  two  passes  by  a  tracked 
vehicle.   Logging  operations  are  strongly  implicated  as  instigators 
of  mass  wasting.   Since  operator  performance  in  the   field  can  make  a 
large  difference   (DEIS  4-5),   close  supervision  is  a  very  important 
mitigation  and  the  supervising  authority  should  have  in  hand  the 
site-specific  geotechnical  report.   If  necessary  the  timber  sal?  bid 
should  include  the  extra  cost  of  this  mitigation.   Although  Forest 
Service  studies  claim  that  not  even  careful  study  will  identify  all 
potentially  unstable  areas  in  advance,   the  proper  use  of  geotechnical 
reports  is  perhaps  the  single  most  important  mitigation  against  the 
incidence   of  mass  wasting.   I  strongly  applaud  the  commitment  of  their 
use  to  roads   (DEIS  2-26),   but  I  urge  they  be  applied  to  logging  sites 
as  well. 

The  estimated  sediment  yields  at  DKIS  4-9  seem  particularly 
unreal,   given  the  magnitude  of  the  sedimentation  problem  discussed 
above.   They  also  are  in  sharp  disagreement  with  estimated  yield 
figures  elsewhere  in  the  DEIS.   Surely  it  cannot  be  asserted  the 
figure  of  512  tons/40  acres   (DEIS  3-9)  is  significantly  overestimated 
when  projected  to  areas  "disturbed  by  roads,   skidding,   and  related 
activities"  under  the  proposal  (4-9),  yet  such  severe  disturbance  is 
asserted  to  yield  merely  222  tons/square  mile,   an  absurdly  low 
figure  when  compared  to  actual  watershed  measurements   (5-8).   In 
addition,   it  is  well  to  remember  that  the   federal  lands  inherited 
by  BLM  are  generally  the  steepest,   roughest,   and  hence  most  erodible, 
in  the  entire  region.   In  sun,   the  DEIS  treatment  of  the  major  problem 
of  erosion  and  sedimentation  is  seriously  inadequate. 

The  DEIS  also  gives  inadequate  consideration  of  slope  steepness. 
It  is  very  likely  the  5,100  acres  of  physical  problem  sites  shown 
on  DEIS  2-9  does  not  include  many  areas  at  which  slopes  are  too  steep 
for  environmentally  responsible  logging.   DEIS  at  5-4  lists  problem 
areas  removed  from  the  inventory  and  includes  no  mention  of  excess- 
ively steep  slopes.  The  statement  that  remaining  soils  are  productive 
and  capable  is  inaccurate  if  steep  slopes  have  not  been  removed   (DEIS 
5-4).   The  ruling  slope  of  BU<  SYU  15  lands  is  so  severe  that  it  is 
extremely  unlikely  the  5,100  acre   figure  could  include  all  over-steep 
areas.   Erosion,   loss  of  site  productivity,   and  destruction  of  other 
environmental  values  due  to  Inappropriate  logging  of  over-steep 
slopes  has  created  severe  impacts  in  SYU  13.   The  DEIS  discussion  of 
this  issue  requires  expansion.   Also,  please  commit  mitigations  to 
prevent  operations  on  over-steep  slopes. 
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jAndsliding  in  commonly  initiated  5  to  6  yeare  after  logging 
and  la  then  asnociated  with  the  rotting  of  roots  which  while  living 
poaseoBed  the  shear  strength  to  anchor  soil   (DEIS  at  4-5,   4-5,   arid 
many  published  references;  but  the  DEIS  at  4-2  first  sentence 
erroneously  contradicts  this),  lly  own  observations  of  logging 
operations  in  STH  13  ahem  this  ia  at  times  a  raajor  cause  of  erosion 
and  it  then  strongly  belies  the  50  -  9(X  figures  of  DEIS  2-26  third 
paragraph.  This  is  particularly  a  problem  of  over-steep  slopes.  That 
first  sentence  on  DETS  4-2  also   fails  to  recognize  that  increased 
water  yield  resulting  from  deforestation  may  substantially  affect 
slumps  and  earthflows   (Swanston  and  Swanson,   1976). 

At  DEIS  4-2   fifth  paragraph  "downcutting"  is  not  correctly  an 
appositive   for  "aggradation". 

Closely  related  to  the  important  subject  of  erosion  is  the 
subject  of  rainfall.    I  am  thus  surprised  at  the  strong  understate- 
ment of  rainfall  totals  in  the  DEIS  (at  5-1),   because  it  is  one  of 
BIU'b  own  cooperator  stations   (on  the  edge  o*"  SYU  15  at  Bridge 
Creek,  Dr.   D.   Stevenson)  which  obtains  much  higher  figures.   A  recent 
seven  year  average   for  that  station  gives  167  inches  per  year,  with 
a  remarkable   250.3  inches  recorded  the  season  of  1975-74.  This 
station  is  located  in  a  wet  spot,   but  another  station  in  the  same 
drainage  obtains  about  145  inches  annually,  verifying  Stevenson's 
records  (D.   Ingold,  pers.   comm.).  This  demonstrates  that  the  erosion 
hazard  ratings  in  the  area  are  underrated  by  the  climatic  stress 
factor,  in  addition  to  the  Inadequate  soil  erodibility  classification 
discussed  above.   These  factors  combine  to  underscore  the  assessment 
that  erosion  rates  in  the  SYU  15  area  are  a  major  management  problem. 
This  important  realization  is  not  developed  in  the  DEIS,    and  is  a 
major  shortcoming  of  the  report. 

I  have  not  checked  the  soils  map   (DEIS  5-5/6)  extensively, 
but  I  have  compared  it  to  a  number  of  Soil-Vegetation  Maps  at  the 
area  of  the  Humboldt  -  Mendocino  Counties  line.  These  maps  do  not 
concur  with  the  DEIS  map,    for  they  show  the  area  to  be  strongly 
dominated  by  the  Hugo  -  Josephine  series,  not  the  Casabonne  - 
Maymen  series  as  shown  in  the  DEIS.  My  own  (limited)   field  sampling 
in  that  area  causes  me  to  believe  the  Soil-Vegetation  Maps  are  the 
more  correct  reference. 

It  is  understandable  but  yet  an  error  to  assert  the  proposal 
will  have  no  effect  on  climate   (DEIS  4-1).   ror  example,   it  is  thought 
the  canopy  of  old-growth  redwood  stands  creates  humidity  and  temp- 
erature levels  conducive  to  fogs  and  other  microclimatic  features 
required  by  associated  life  forms.  On  a  grand  scale  deforestation 
is  now  thought  by  many  authorities  to  have  an  important  dessicating 
effect  upon  climate.   Relevant  research  appears  much  more  highly 
developed  in  the  D.S.S.R.    (see   Rakhmanov,    1962),   which  may  help 
explain  the  pervasive  ignorance  of  this  important   subject  among 
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U.S.   foresters.   The  impacts  on  climate  of  the  proposed  action  may  be 
Individually  insignificant  but  they  are  cumulatively  significant 
because  they  relate  clearly  to  the  widespread  and  massive  deforest- 
ation occurring  elsewhere  on  this  continent.   It  is  a  sad  comment  that 
such  Bubtle  but  important  long-term  effects  cannot  be  expected  to 
receive  serious  consideration.   I  believe  it  to  be  a  comment  that  we 
are  instead  obligated  to  direct  all  our  energy  to  short-stopping  the 
ravages  of  uncontrolled  and  systematized  greed. 

Some  authorities  believe  logging  and  road  construction  have 
caused  enormous  damage  to  area  watersheds,   and  that  much  of  the 
sedimentation  and  soil  loss  is  for  practical  purposes  permanent. 
Olven  the  "coincidental"   (?)  catastrophic  decline  of  anadromous  fish 
runs,  it  appears  unsubstantiatable,    conclusory,   and  Judgemental  to 
assert  (as  at  DEIS  4-25)  that  a  slight  increase  in  sedimentation 
would  not  be  significantly  detrimental  to  the  fishery  resource.   If 
for  example  the  resulting  sedimentation  permanently  reduced  the 
fishery  by  a  mere  two  pairs  of  salmon,  the  economic  impact  alone 
would  be  tremendous   (cf.  Everest,   1978;   Kesner,   1977))   and  the  value 
of  spawning  gravels  receives  insufficient  discussion  in  the  DEIS. 
Also  on  DEIS  4-25,   the  statement  that  some  studies  "raise  a  lot  of 
doubt"  about  sedimentation  and  fisheries  is  again  conclusory  and 
lacking  in  objectivity  (40  CTi  1502.24s    516  DM  4.14;   Trout  Unlimited 

v.   Morton,   9th  Cir.   1974,    509  F.   2d  1276).   On  DEIS  2-15  reference 

should  be  given  which  clarifies  the  meaning  of  "significant"  as  it 
applies  to  "fisheries  resource".   The  discussions  by  Everest  (197S), 
especially  at  pp.  159-160  and  165-166,   are  highly  apropos. 

Sedimentation  harms   fish  in  more  ways  than  are  mentioned  at 
DEIS  4-25.   "or  example,   Brown  (1969)  was  the  first  to  discover  that 
sedimentation  may  strongly  affect  stream  temperature.   In  the 
unsedimented  (natural)   stream  stretches  of  bedrock  alternate  with 
stretches  of  gravel.   The  bedrock,  much  more  than  gravel,   actB  as  an 
energy  sink  by  day  and  an  energy  releaser  by  night,   thus  moderating 
stream  temperature.   In  the  sedimented   (damaged)  stream  silt  and 
gravel  insulate  these  thermal  sinks,    rendering  them  dis functional. 
There  are  other  negative  effects  of  sedimentation  unmentioned  in  the 
DEIS. 

"■Factors  involved  in  the  rate  of  evaporation"  (DEIS  4-5) 
should  also  include  the  amount  of  exposure,  such  as  the  presence  or 
absence  of  insulating  duff.  Concerning  water  quality,  I  concur  with 
and  commend  the  first  paragraph  under  that  heading  on  DEIS  5-7.  The 
last  sentence  on  DEIS  5-9  suggests  you  are  unaware  of  the  excellent 
paper  by  Kennedy  and  Malcolm   (1977). 

Thank  you   for  not  proposing  aerial  application  of  herbicides. 
The  preponderance  of  scientific  evidence  supports  your  position, 
most   of  the  people   of  the   region  strongly  oppose  such  use,    and  hence 
a  proposal  to  aerially  spray  could  be  construed  as  an  inappropriate 
attempt  to  placate  the  minor  but  powerful  vested  and  self-serving  few. 
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I  am  surprised  the  DEIS  nowhere  mentions  or  discusses  the  very 
important  relationehips  of  mycorrhi7.al  fungi  to  forests  and  the 
impacts  of  deforestation  upon  them.  An  excellent  review  arid  literature 
entry  point  is  Trappe  and  Fogel,   1977.  Also,   the  interrelation  of 
the Be  fungi  and  small  mammal  mycophagiBts  haB  important  implications 
for  forest  management  (Trappe   and  Maser,   1977;   Haser,   Trappe,   and 
Ure,   197B)  and  should  certainly  be  discussed. 

The  DEIS  falls  to  mention  the  Importance  of  a  continuous 
canopy  In  old-growth  stands,   and  does  not  commit  any  mitigation  for 
the  lose  of  such  canopy  (DEIS  2-22,   2-28).   The  continuous  canopy  is 
recognized  as  a  major  feature  of  old-growth  forest,   and  it  is 
important  to  the  hablte  of  such  old-growth-dependent  species  as  the 
Red  Tree  Mouse  and  flying  squirrels. 

I  strongly  support  the  committed  mitigations  of  snag  retention 
established  at  DEIS  2-27.  These  appear  to  be  a  good  example,   among 
many,   of  responsible   forest  management. 

The  committed  mitigation  to  make  a  special  effort  to  determine 
the  presence  of  habitat  for  low-density  species  such  as  fisher  and 
red  tree  mouse   (DEIS  2-50)  is  very  praiseworthy.  However,   detection 
of  suitable  habitat  alone  does  not  constitute  mitigation.   Positive 
provision  should  be  made  to  adequately  protect  any  Buch  low-density 
species  discovered.   Some  such  8pecle8,   such  as  the  marten,   are  clearly 
in  Berious  danger  of  extirpation  from  the  region.   The  decline  of  such 
specie b  is  associated  with  human  disturbance,  especially  habitat 
loss.   Only  government  agencies  such  as  BLM  can  act  significantly  to 
forestall  permanent  loss  of  these  resources. 

The  DEIS  treatment  of  endangered  species  needs  enlarging.   If 
you  are  going  to  resolve  "any  possible  impacts  involving  endangered 
species"  as  per  DEIS  2-17,  but   "available  data  are  not  adequate  to 
confer  final  clearance  on  endangered,   threatened,   or  sensitive 
species"   (DEIS  5-21),  a  committed  mitigation  should  be  that  no  parcel 
is  entered  in  or  available  to  the  timber  production  base  until  it  is 
thoroughly  inventoried  and  assessed  for  Its  relationship  to  such 
species  and  found  to  have  no  such  significant  relationship.   Despite 
various  mitigations  and  assurances  in  the  DEIS,   it  is  nowhere 
explicitly  committed  that  no  logging  will  be  conducted  without  first 
full  clearance  of  any  possible  conflicts  with  endangered,  threatened, 
or  sensitive  species.   A  case  in  point  concerns  a  parcel  of  about  165 
acres  on  the  north  slope  of  Bear  Buttes,   Humboldt  County,  which  may 
well  harbor  the  only  remaining  examples  of  Astragalus  agnicidus 
Bameby,   if  in  fact  any  exist  anywhere.  ThiB  plant  is  on  List  One  of 
the  1980  edition  of  the  California  Native  Plants  Society's  rare 
plant  inventory  and  thus  merits  the  most  intense  attention  possible. 
Tet  according  to  DEIS  Map  2-2  this  parcel  is  included  in  the  timber 
production  base.  Frankly,    such  Inclusion  seems  to  be  a  lapse  of 
good  judgement. 
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I  greatly  appreciate  the  Important  and  astute  discovery  by  BLU 
of  the   "red-backed  tree  mourp"    (DEIS  4-20).    However,    this   creature 
(ClethrionomyB  X  Phenacomyg   7)  should   first  be  announced  in  Journal 
or  Mammology  or  other  appropriate   forum,  TThile  it  is  true  many 
'maoirjologists  are   concerned  only  with  mammalB  native  to  the  museum 
case  blome,   that  this   form  is   "dominant"  in  old-growth  will  probably 
come  as  a  shocker  to  Borne  who  may  have  visited  such  places  on  a 
vacation  once.   The  lateness  of  its  discovery  is  no  doubt  a  keen 
testimonial  to  the  great   rarity  of  the   remaining  old-growth  habitat. 
Thank  you  for  finding  this  obviously  relict  form,   that  we  may  have 
a  few  specimens  before  ltB  final  demise  in  the  Great  Chipper.   Please 
be  sure,   though,   that  you  take  care  of  it  before  Fish  and  wildlife 
finds  out. 

Figure  2-5  (DEIS  2-20)   falls  to  portray  the  losses   (relative 
or  otherwise)  due  to  loss  of  long-term  Bite  productivity.   Although 
these  differences  may  be  scarcely  quantifiable,  their  complete 
absence  from  the  chart  suggests  their  effect  is  negligible  -  but 
such  is  certainly  not  so,   as  established  at  DEIS  4-65.  Please  correct 
Figure  2-5  accordingly.   The  subject  of  site  productivity  i6  inadequately 
discussed,   and  this  constitutes  a  serious  failure  to  discuss  the 
relationship  between  short-term  uses  of  man's  environment  and  the 
maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity  (42  USC  4552; 
40  CFR  1502.16;  BLM  Manual  1792. 44E6).   For  example,   the  replacement 
of  old-growth  by  second-growth  will  greatly  enhance  the  intensity 
and  frequency  of  wildfire,  which  will  have  both  primary  and  secondary 
effects  on  productivity.   Among  secondary  effects,   seed  is  destroyed, 
soil  is  badly  damaged,  and  erosion  is  accelerated.   These  effects  are 
well  recognized  in  the  literature.   Further,   the  statement  at  DEIS 
4-8  that  site  productivity  would  be  only  moderately  affected  by 
erosion  is  inaccurate,   unsubstantiated,^  conclusory,  and  lacks 
objectivity   (40  CFR  1502.24}    516  DM  4.14;   BLM  Manual  1792. 45A1} 
Trout  Unlimited  v.  Morton,   9th  Cir.  1974,   509  F.   2d  1276).  Hany  other 
aspects  of  productivity,   such  as  seedling  establishment,   are  also 
inadequately  discussed. 

The  proposed  seed  production  area   (DEIS  4-14)  is  clearly 
insufficient.   In  addition  to  the  limitations  listed  in  the  DEIS, 
it  is  important  to  be  able  to  provide  seed  for  adjacent  private 
lands,  which  are  generally  much  less  well  stocked  than  BLM  lands, 
due  to  a  long  history  of  very  poor  forestry  practices.   I  thus 
strongly  support  the  relevant  committed  mitigation  on  DEIS  2-27. 
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The  vast  majority  or  forest  lands  In  .TTJ  15  are  privately 
owned.  Yet  these  areas  are  managed  only  for  single-resource-based 
short-term  profits.   Such  concepts  as  seed  production  zones  and 
old-growth  reserves  are  but  dimly  If  at  all  served.   It  thus  devolves 
upon  the  managers  of  the  public  lands,  as  stewards  of  the  national 
interest,   to  compensate   for  poor  management  in  the  private  sector. 
Such  managerial  adjustment  by  public  agencies  is  well  supported  in 
the  legal  principle  of  multiple  use   (of.   45  USC  1702(c) ),   among 
other  authorities. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  lint  all  Federal  permits,  licenses,   and 
other  entitlements  which  must  be  obtained  in  implementing  the  proposal 
(40  CFR  1502. 25(b)).   This  should  include  a  brief  review  of  sale 
procedures,   bonding,   opportunities  for  public  review  and  input,   and 
points  at  which  environmental  control  and  enforcement  may  be 
administratively  exercised.   For  example,   the  reader  should  be 
apprised  of  such  matters  as  whether  BUJ  has  the  right  to  reject  a 
timber  sale  bid  based  on  a  record  of  past  environmental  abuse  by  the 
bidder.  AIbo,   if  established  procedures  do  not  allow  for  substantial 
modification  as  a  result  of  public  input,  a  committed  mitigation 
should  provide  procedures  whereby  the  public  can  effect  changes.   For 
example,   the  present  DEIS  and  the  subsequent  Record  of  Decision 
should  not  lock  out  meaningful  alterations  which  should  be  committed 
as  a  result  of  new  information  significant  to  a  particular  timber 
sale,  when  the  significance  of  such  new  information  to  the  entire 
ten-year  plan  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  issuance  of  a  supplemental 
environmental  statement  pursuant  to  40  CFR  1502.9(c).  The  subject  of 
control,   as  through  permits,   is  very  important,   and  is  inadequately 
treated  in  the  DEIS. 

The  discussion  of  administrative  points  of  control  should 
also  include  a  full  discussion  of  monitoring.  DEIS  at  4-5  establishes 
that  operator  performance  is  a  most  important  factor.  The  DEIS  fails 
to  establish  precisely  what  control  there  will  be  over  this  factor. 
It  is  clear  that,  when  operator  performance  is  poor,  close  monitoring 
and  control  could  have  very  significant  mitigating  effects   (see 
related  discussion  re  geotechnical  reports,   supra).   Please  discuss 
this  important  general  subject  fully.  Also,   if  BUI  anticipates  there 
may  be  serious  environmental  consequences  arising  from  inadequate 
funding  for  monitoring  and  control,   please  discuss  this  clearly,  and 
include  a  discussion  of  how  the  costs  might  be  directed  to  the  bidder 
so  ae  to  provide  effective  environmental  protection. 

I  strongly  support  the  emphasis  on  permanent  easement  acquisition 
(DEIS  1-3).   Private  timber  companies  and  adjacent  land  owners  should 
not  have  exclusive  use  of  public  resources.   In  STD  15  some  private 
land  holders  use  adjacent  public  lands  for  illegal  purposes  such  as 
grazing  trespass.  When  public  lands  are  uaed  for  private  purposes 
lost  public  revenues  such  as  property  taxes  should  be  borne  by  the 
private  user  of  the  public  resource.   Since  the  land  is  being  used  as 
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if  it  were  private,   public  timber  sale  land  to  which  no  public 
easement  la  to  be  established  should  carry  as  part  of  the  minimum 
timber  sale  bid  charges  equivalent  to  full  property  tax  costs  for  the 
full  rotation  of  the  timber.   If  this  matter  of  easements  is  actually 
an  issue  of  the  DEIS,  the  foregoing  point  of  view  should  be  fully 
discussed  (40  CFR  1502.9(b)). 

DEIS  2-lfl  establishes  that  historically  the  King  Range  produced 
a  disproportionately  large  share  of  timber,   thus  skewing  past 
production  figures.   It  thus  seems  untoward  to  rely  on  thoBe  figures 
for  projected  production,   as  does  the  DEIS  at  4-36. 

The  discussion  of  employment  and  earnings   (DEIS  4-55)  is 
inaccurate,   conclusory,   and  unsubstantiated. (40  CFR  1502.24;   516  DM 
4.14).  For  example,  the  figures  used  fail  to  account  for  the 
regional  employment  trend  caused  by  automation.  While  in  1947  it 
took  11.3  people  to  produce  a  million  board- feet  of  lumber,   by  1975 
that  figure  was  down  to  7  people.  At  the  new  Simonson  mill  at  Smith 
River  it  takes  a  mere  1.6  people  to  produce  a  million  board-feet. 
The  Jbrest  Service  has  projected  a  49%  decline  in  employment  in  the 
North  Coast  forest  industry  by  2020  (Oswald,   1970).   The  percentage 
of  future  total  employment  in  this  region  is  thus  much  lower  than 
asserted  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  contains  no  discussion  or  mention  of  coordination 
with  tribal  plans  as  required  by  43  FSC  1712(c)(9).   This 
requirement  is  much  stronger  than  merely  inviting  tribes  to 
comment.  See  also  516  DM  1.5  A. 

"Other  studies  on  soil  temperatures  found  that  deerbrush. .. ." 
(DEIS  4-5) j  although  I  am  well  read  on  this  subject,    I  do  not 
recall  seeing  this.   I  shall  appreciate  a  reference  citation.   Also, 
"excessive  amounts  of  forest  litter... may  also  be  undesirable" 
(DEIS  4-12):  reference,  please   (516  DM  4.12). 

LITERATURE  CITED 

Reference  note.  Among  legal  authorities,    I  have   frequently 
(though  not  exhaustively)   cited  BLH  Manual  1792.   This  Manual  section 
was  to  have  been  replaced  by  new  procedures  in  conformance  with  the 
CEQ  regulations  pursuant  to  40   CFR  1507.5.    Part  of  these  new  procedures 
were  issued  23  April  1980  as  Part  516  of  Interior's  Departmental 
Kanual,   but  as  of  51  October  1980  the  BUI  Appendix  to  these  Departmental 
procedures  still  had  not  been  issued   (Robert  C.    Jones,   pers.   comm. ). 
At  least  because  the  DEIS  was  substantially  complete  before  23  April, 
Bill  Vanual  1792  is  probably  authoritative  where  it  does  not  conflict 
with  the  CEQ  regulations;  but  in  any  case  it  at  least  contains  useful 
guidance   for  improvements   to   the  DEIS. 
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Robert   Sutherland 


Thank  you   for  your  consideration  of  the   foregoing  comments. 
I  respectfully  request  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  final  statement, 
the  Record  of  Decision,   and  all  supplemental  statements,   if  any  are 
issued. 


Sincerely, 


K&txt  ^Ma^kxjjJl 


Robert  Sutherland. 


Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc. 

California  Native  Plants  Society 

Sierra  Club,  Redwood  Chapter 

Environmental  Protection  Information  Center 

Mattole  Watershed  Taxpayers'  Association 

R.  Qienger 

P.  Childs. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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addkndum 


District  Vanager,   'Tkiah  District 


IB  November  1980 


Sin  Please  append  the   following  remarks  to  my  enclosed  letter  of 

15  November  re  Timber  DEIS.   These  remarks  constitute  an  addendum 
occasioned  by  my  late  receipt  of  two  relevant  items: 

1.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Conservation  Act  of  1980  (P.L.   96-366; 

16  USC  2901-2911).   One  of  the  Purposes  of  this  Act  is  "to  encourage 
all  federal  departments  and  agencies  to  utilize  their  statutory 
and  administrative  authority,    to  the  maximum  extent  practicable 
and  consistent  with  each  agency's  statutory  responsibilities,   to 
conserve  and  to  promote  conservation  of  nongame   fish  and  wildlife 
and  their  habitats,   In  furtherance  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act," 
(16  USC  2901(b)(2)).   I  am  concerned  that  provision  be  made  in  the 
Timber  Management  Plan  so  that  full  opportunity  to  comply  with  this 
new  Act  will  not  in  any  way  be  compromised  or  reduced  by  commitment 
to  the  Plan.  In  this  regard  I  also  recall  to  your  attention  my 
letter  of  21  October  1980  to  you  addressing  this  subject.   I  shall 
appreciate  it  if  you  will  please  consider  that  letter  to  be  part 

of  my  comments  on  this  DEIS. 

2.  Zettlemoyer,   Robert  H.   1980.    "The  effect  of  precipitation 
patterns  on  surface  runoff."   California  Department  of  Water  Resources, 
Division  of  *1ood  Management.   This  study  of  the  Mattole  River 
drainage  recorded  precipitation  at  five  stations  in  that  basin  for 
water  years  1960  through  1974.   It  reports  annual  rainfall  as  high 

as  161  inches  and  estimates  the  mean  annual  Wattole  basin-wide 
precipitation  for  that  period  to  have  been  110  inches.   This  study 
thus  presents  further  data  confirming  the   remarks  in  my  enclosed 
comment  letter  at  p.   7,   that  DEIS  at  3-1  understates  rainfall 
records.   This  understatement  helps  to  create  the  misleading 
assessment  in  the  DEIS  of  the  magnitude  of  the  erosion  problem 
in  STU  13,   and  should  be  rectified. 


Sw^kW^J 


COMMENT  LETTER  16.   Robert  Sutherland,  Whitethorn,  Ca. 


16-1   Issue:   Wildlife  mitigation  -  old-growth  reserves. 

In  accordance  with  40  CFR  1508,20,  the  analysis  process  for  SYU  13's 
timber  management  environmental  impact  statement  developed  project 
design  features  (parameters)  and  committed  mitigations  to  address 
potential  adverse  impacts  as  a  consequence  of  program  implementation. 
Additionally,  a  category  of  "Other  Possible  Mitigation"  (Page  4-72) 
was  developed  to  allow  the  decisionmaker  additional  latitude  during 
the  decisionmaking  process. 

As  noted  In  40  CFR  1505.2,  the  decisionmaker  shall  state  in  the 
Record  of  Decision  what  the  decision  Is,  identify  all  alternatives, 
and  identify  which  is  (are)  considered  environmentally  preferable. 
Full  considerations  during  this  process  shall  be  given  to  public 
input  and  national  policy.   Development  of  a  decision  for  the  timber 
program  could  be  any  of  the  alternatives,  or  the  proposal,  or  a  com- 
bination of  them.   During  this  process,  the  decisionmaker  can  commit 
additional  mitigations  from  the  "Other  Possible  Mitigation"  category. 

25-2   Issue:   Delayed  action  and  staged  implementation  alternatives. 

The  proposed  action,  managed  old-growth,  and  limited  investment 
alternatives,  with  the  accepted  mitigations  (Stand  Management  Page 
2-28),  are  in  effect  variations  of  staged  or  delayed  implementation. 

16~3   Issue:  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  Recommendations. 

Substantial  deviation  from  the  alternatives  or  combination  of  alter- 
natives would  require  a  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS).  The  Codz   0(5  FzdeJiaZ  V.ZQutationi   is  automatically  incorporated 
by  reference  and  does  not  require  clarification  in  an  EIS. 

26-4   Issue:   Loss  of  old-growth  timber. 

The  acreage  out  of  production  due  to  roads  is  a  minor  part  of  the 
overall  acreage  affected  by  the  10-year  plan.   This  acreage  also 
includes  productive  forest  land  on  private  land  and  productive 
forest  land  that  has  already  been  logged.   Road  acreages  are  esti- 
mates made  on  the  sales  that  would  most  likely  occur  if  a  particular 
alternative  were  selected.  Figure  4-3  is  the  result  of  modeling 
the  1974  extensive  inventory  and  is  intended  to  provide  statistical 
projections  only  and  not  to  dictate  actual  implementation  (Page  2-11). 
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16-j    Issue:   Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP) . 

The  discussion  on  the  Bureau  Planning  Systems  (BPS)  is  intended  to 
show  the  reader  the  correlation  between  the  planning  process  and 
the  analysis.   After  initial  discussion  of  the  BPS  beginning  on 
Page  2-3  and  the  first  two  paragraphs  of  Page  2-4,  a  lengthy  dis- 
cussion of  this  correlation  is  made.   All  of  this  is  summarized  in 
the  last  paragraph  on  Page  2-4,  where  it  is  specifically  noted  that, 
"ThiB  is  a  regional  timber  management  environmental  impact  statement 
as  opposed  to  a  site-specific  land-use  allocation  or  timber  sale 
plan." 

26-6   Issue:   Old-growth  timber. 

The  statement  on  4-15  refers  to  old-growth  as  being  virgin  stands, 
not  In  the  same  context  as  is  used  In  Figure  4-3  (greater  than  or 
equal  to  200  years).   See  Chapter  4  Errata.   Figure  4-3  is  a  model- 
ing projection  and  includes  ingrowth,  which  complicates  the  corre- 
lation with  the  4,220  acres  impacted  in  the  10-year  plan. 

16-7   Issue:   King  Range  Extension  Area  -  Map  2-1. 

Map  2-1  is  in  error.   It  should  reflect  the  King  Range  extension  as 
shown  on  Map  2-2. 

16~8   Issue:   Full-bench  excavation  mitigation. 

The  commitment  to  a  60  percent  slope  limitation  on  road  construction 
will  be  adhered  to  as  developed.   However,  should  an  exception  to  this 
commitment  occur,  It  will  come  under  the  additional  mitigation  of  re- 
quired full-bench  construction  with  endhauling  requirements. 

2.6-9   Issue:   Roads  -  erosion. 

On  a  per  acre  basis,  roads  are  the  major  cause  of  erosion  (Page  4-3); 
5  to  49  tons  per  acre  compared  to  2.4  to  7.4  tons  per  acre  for  logging 
(Page  4-6) .   Twenty-two  percent  of  the  erosion  coming  from  5  percent 
of  the  disturbed  area  is  a  major  source  of  erosion.   In  addition,  44 
percent  of  the  road  construction  and  reconstruction  will  be  done  on 
ridgetop  locations  (Table  4-1),  the  position  on  the  landscape  with 
the  fewest  problems  from  erosion  and  landsides. 


16-10  Issue:   Sediment  yield. 

The  312  tons  per  40  acres  on  Page  3-9  is  based  on  total  sediment 
transport  measured  downstream  In  the  major  stream  system.   It  is 
an  accumulation  of  all  sediment  passing  that  point  in  the  river. 
This  includes  bank  sloughing,  direct  mass  wasting  into  the  channel, 
degradation  of  channels,  all  sediment  caused  by  man's  activities, 
and  natural  events.   On  the  other  hand,  most  of  the  blocks  of  public 
land  are  high  in  the  watershed  where  the  land  is  relatively  undis- 
turbed, so  the  312-ton  figure  is  an  overestimate. 

Watershed  measurements  in  Table  3-1  on  Page  3-8  show  estimated 
average  annual  water  yield,  not  sediment  yield,  so  they  cannot 
be  used  for  comparison. 

16-11     Issue:      Steep   slopes. 

Physical  problems  include  steep  slopes,  and  acreage  was  withdrawn  be- 
cause of  gradient  from  the  timber  production  base  by  the  timber  capa- 
bility classification  (TPCC)  inventory  (California  State  Office,  BLM 
Manual  Supplement  5251). 

16-12     Issue:      Downcutting. 

Downcutting  is  not  an  appositive  for  aggradation.   See  Chapter  4 
Errata. 

16-13  Issue:   Soils  Map. 

The  soil-vegetation  maps  compiled  in  1949  do  not  concur  with  the 
General  Soils  Map  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement.   Each 
was  prepared  using  soils  information  gathered  under  a  different  clas- 
sification system,  for  a  different  purpose,  and  at  different  times. 
The  Hugo- Josephine  series  were  established  in  Josephine  County, 
Oregon,  In  1919.   Since  that  time,  their  concept  has  changed.   What 
was  mapped  as  Hugo  or  Josephine  soils  in  the  SYU  13  area  does  not 
fit  the  type  description  today.  More  field  work  has  shown  the  need 
to  separate  the  broad  category  of  Hugo- Josephine.   These  two  soils 
include  the  major  forested  areas  In  Humboldt  and  Mendocino  counties. 
The  need  for  better  management  based  on  soil  characteristics  dictat- 
ed the  decision  to  do  a  better  job  of  classification.   Classification 
today  is  based  on  the  system  published  in  Soil  Taxonomy   (USDA,  SCS 
1975). 


16_14  Issue:   Fisheries. 

See  response  to  Issue  4-5. 
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16-15  Issue:   Small  mammal  mycophagists. 

It  la  acknowledged  that  small  mammals  do  serve  as  vectors  for  the 
dissemination  of  mycorrhizal  fungi.  Maser  is  a  co-author  of  Frank- 
lin's paper  Ecological  ChaAactejvUtia  of,  Old-qiowth  foieiti  in  the 
Voaglai-fiA   Reg-ton  (1979).   Franklin's  paper  discusses  symbiotic 
relationships  (Franklin  et  al.,  1979,  pp.  ill  and  76)  and  is  cited 
in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  Sustained 
Yield  Unit  13.   This  information  is  also  contained  in  the  Scattered 
Blocks  Planning  Unit  Management  Framework  Plan  (Ukiah  District  Office, 
BLM)  and  was  used  to  prepare  the  mitigation  contained  in  the  draft 
EIS. 

16-16  Issue:   Continuous  canopy,  old-growth  stands. 

It  is  presumed  that  "continuous  canopy"  refers  to  large  areas  of 
undisturbed  forest.  The  Importance  of  large  areas  of  mature  forest 
Is  discussed  throughout  the  text.  Also  discussed  is  the  importance 
of  the  various  habitat  components,  including  vegetation  strata  that 
make  up  the  canopy  and  depicted  as  old-growth  habitat  components  in 
Figure  3-3,  Page  3-23. 

Habitat  recommendations  indicate  that  the  flying  squirrel  can  be 
accommodated  in  7  to  10-acre  patches  of  undisturbed,  suitable  habitat 
near  streams  (USFS  1979a).   Although  these  squirrels  find  optimum 
habitat  in  dense  forests,  Hemphill  (1952),  In  his  study  of  the  nearby 
Southern  Yolla  Bolly  Mountains,  found  some  squirrels  in  scattered  young 
white  firs  interspersed  with  forest  chaparral.   Red  tree  mice  prefer 
large  trees  but  will  live  in  small  trees,  and  home  ranges  probably 
include  one  or  several  trees  (USFS  1979a).   A  minor  amount  of  optimum 
habitat  would  remain  in  buffer  strips  and,  depending  on  how  and  where 
trees  are  left,  by  the  managed  old-growth  alternative.   But,  overall, 
as  indicated  in  Table  4-7  (Page  4-51),  the  proposed  action  and  alter- 
natives would  result  in  suboptimal  habitat  for  these  animals. 

16_17  Issue:   Endangered  Species. 

Site-specific  environmental  assessments  will  be  done  for  all  projects 
(Page  2-12).  At  that  time,  endangered  species  will  either  be  cleared 
or  the  project  will  be  modified. 

16-18  Issue:  Red-backed  mouse. 
See  Chapter  4  Errata. 


16-19  IsBue:   Allowable  cuts. 

Figure  2-3  illustrates  projected  harvest  levels  for  only  nine  decades, 
to  the  critical  point  when  all  currently  merchantable  volume  has  been 
cut  and  young  stands  begin  to  reach  merchantable  size.   Long-term 
loss  of  site  productivity  demonstrated  by  volume  loss  would  not  apply 
in  the  nine  decades.   In  -fact,  projected  volume  would  increase  after 
the  ninth  decade  because  of  increased  stocking  (Pages  2-22  and  2-25). 

16-20  Issue:   Implementation  -  Federal  permits  and  licenses. 

All  Federal  laws,  the  Code,  of,  TcdeAal  Regulation   (CFR) ,  and  manuals 
affecting  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  automatically  incorporated 
by  reference  into  any  action.   The  primary  reviews  required  by  40  CFR 
1502  are  cultural  resources  and  endangered  species,  which  are  included 
in  the  parameters  section  of  Chapter  2.   Sales  procedures,  bonding 
requirements,  etc. ,  do  not  constitute  environmental  review  and  are 
not  required  in  an  environmental  impact  statement.   These  procedures 
and  requirements  can  be  found  In  43  CFR. 

16-21  Issue:   Mitigation. 

Site-specific  environmental  assessments  will  be  done  for  each  project 
and  will  permit  needed  modifications  (Page  2-12). 

16-22  Issue:   Tribal  coordination. 

Section  202  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (43  USC 
1712)  refers  to  land  use  planning.   Land  use  planning  is  presented 
primarily  as  background  material  and  as  parameters  for  the  alterna- 
tives and  is  not  covered  in  detail  in  the  environmental  impact  state- 
ment.  The  BLM  coordinates  land-use  plans  with  other  agencies,  in- 
cluding Indian  tribes. 

16~23  Issue:   Soil  temperature  references. 

The  reference  for  the  statement  on  Page  4-3  is  Included  at  the  end  of 
the  citation  on  Page  4-5.   Hallin  (1968)  is  included  in  References 
Cited  on  Page  R-5.   The  reference  for  the  statement  on  Page  4-! 2  is 
Miller  et  al.  (1976)  and  Is  in  References  Cited  on  Page  R-7.   See 
Chapter  4  Errata  for  Page  4-12. 
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11.17.ou 


District   Manager 

Ukiah  District,   BUI 

555   Leslie   St.,   Ukiah,    Ca 


Dear   Sir, 

I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to  respond  to  yr 
department's  E.I.S.  for  SYU  13.   I  believe  your  staff 
is  to  be  commended,  as  this  is  the  finest,  the  most 

thorough and  perhaps  the  most  ! avant-garde '  document 

of  its  Kind  that  I  have  had  the  pleasure  to  study  and 
appraise.   I  am  recommending  it  to  my  friends  and 
neighbors,  a  must  for  any  "country  cabin's"  bookshelf  I 

Although  I  would  like  to  comment  at  length  on 
specific  portions  of  this  E.I.S. ,  my  time  is  otherwise 
preoccupied,  so  must  be  content  to  speak  in  generalizations. 
Of  the  al turnatives  set  forth,  I  would  encourage  the 
Old  Growth  Management  proposal  be  adopted,  and  set  into 
practice.   This  is  a  precedent  setting  scenario,  as  far 
as  I  can  determine  from  my  experience  with  various  public 
agencies  and  their  management  options.   My  greatest  concerns 
could  best  be  expressed  under  yr  headings,  "Soil"  and  "Water 
Quality" . 

As  co-founder  of  the  Mattole  Watershed  Taxpayer's  Assoc, 
and  current  member  of  this  same  group,  I  am  elated  to  see  that 
the  Gilham  Butte  Unit  has  been  excluded  from  the  timber  harvest 
planning  base.   I  personally  walked  the  Butte  with  Dean 
Stepanek,  and  had  many  meetings  with  various  personnel  from 
yr  District  office,  and  am  very  glad  to  see  that  it  was  not 
an  effort  spent  in  vain.   Again,  I  commend  those  involved 
in  the  formulation  of  the  decision  to  set  the  Butte  aside. 
Keep  up  the  exemplary  workl 


Sincerely  yo 


hick  4  Gay/Landry/  Bx.  2bb ,  Garberville ,CA 


COMMENT  LETTER  17.   Rick  Landry,  Garberville,  Ca . 


17-1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  18.   Laurence  Kaplan,  Miranda,  Ca. 


18_1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  19.   Stephen  Weissbluth,  Miranda,  Ca. 


19~1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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Ur.  Edwin  G.  Katlas 
Acting  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
ukiah  District  Office 
P.O.  Box  940 
Ukiah,  Calif.  95482 


Dear  Ed, 

It  waa  a  pleasure  to  meet  you  at  the  Citizens'  Advisory  Committee 
meeting;  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  once  again  wish  you  the 
best  of  luck  in  the  "hot  seat",  and  to  send  along  some  of  the  thoughts 
I  promised  with  respect  to  the  Timber  Harvest  Plan. 

First,  I  must  reaffirm  my  feeling  that  the  EIS  is  an  exceptionally 
well-done  Job.   It  seems  to  me  to  be  thorough  and  remarkably  objective 
in  assessing  the  OH^B  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives.   Ae  des- 
oerately  need  this  kind  of  approach,  it  seems  to  me,  in  order  to  meet 
the  demands  which  changing  times  have  and  will  continue  to  impose 
upon  us.   1  don't  suppose  v, e  can  be  blamed  too  much  for  our  short- 
sighted policy  of  resource  use  in  the  past;  we  had  our  hands  in  a 
seemingly  bottomless  cooicie  Jar.   But  we  are  nov.  being  forced  to  look 
•head  and  plan  In  a  way  that  is  new  to  us  and,  for  that  matter,  new 
to  the  world,   it  is  my  hope  that  we  can  free  ourselves  from  personal 
and  regional  perspectives  and  formulate  policies  and  plans  an*cn  *lll 
i^Ivg  our  descendants  the  best  posjibi.e  chance  to  enjoy  the  marvelous 
and  unique  blessings  which  this  planet  has  provided  for  us. 

ihe  wishes  of  the  American  peone  as  expressed  by  their  eleutt-d 
representatives  are  very  *ell  set  forth  In  tne  rLPiU  of  1j7G#  in  »nUh 
wp  flnu  a  broud  &nd  specific  raimo  of  valines  I'Heorniied  to  be  tk»  nd 
In  the  oubllc  landi.  ihn   enjoin*  n^td  for  material  reiuurc*"!  &ucn  as 
timber  «nd  min**r*l*    is  of  courii  r*-coi-nii«d ,  tut  Lt  .s  *ir,u  stated 
that  ttif  p. line  LuHcls  olli.  be  "ai.rifcKfd  *n  n  u.»i.n*r  tin.  I  il4.  ;.lvt*cl 


the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological,  environ- 
mental, air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource,  and  archeologlcai  values." 
It  goes  on  to  state  that  "where  appropriate,  (we)  will  preserve  and 
protect  certain  public  lands  in  their  natural  condition  ",  and  it  is 
in  this  connection  that  l  find  ay   most  serious  objection  to  the  general 
perspective  of  the  limber  harvest  Plan.   No  matter  how  thoroughly  the 
impacts  are  assessed;  no  matter  how  detailed  the  plans  for  mitigation, 
the  fact  remains  that  we  propose  to  eliminate  forever  11,2^0  acres  of 
old-growth  Douglas  Fir  forest  from  our  environment.  I  have  tried  to 
ascertain  what  percentage  of  our  original  California  Douglas  Fir  forest 
is  left;  noone  seems  to  know,  but  there  is  general  agreement  that  it 
is  almost  gone.   Here  we  have,  in  trust  in  tne  public  lands,  some  of 
the  smali  fragment  that  remains,  and  we  seem  to  feel  that  its  highest 
and  best  use  is  for  timber  production.   I  simply  cannot  agree  with  this. 
The  forest  in  question  is  less  tnan  a  quarter  of  tne  timber  production 
base  of  SYD  13  which  in  its  entirety  is, expected  to  provide  oniy  six 
tenths  of  one  percent  of  the  lumber  and  wood  products  of  the  region. 
Can  it  be  that  the  tiny  amount  of  timber  in  question  is  of  more  lasting 
value  to  the  human  race  than  the  intangible  values  associated  with  land 
as  the  Creator  would  have  it?  Th«re  are  those  of  us  wno  feel  that  the 
times  are  forcing  ua  to  recognize  how  important  these  intangibles  really 
are;  that  tnis  recognition  is  a  sign  of  our  greatness  as  a  nation,  and 
^tne  priorities  of  the  rLPilA  are  a  weicome  demonstration  of  that  recog- 
nition.  i.t  seems  to  many  of  us  that  the  responsibility  of  tne  redercl 
Government  in  tnis  regard  i3  particularly  great  In  view  of  tne  fact 
that,  self-  Interest  belnt,  *nat  it  is,  private  Itnaowners  are  ever  more 
Likely  to  convert  their  remaining  natural  lands  to  material  proauction. 
i.nile  tne  nienest  veiue  of  tnese  ianas  is  spiritual,  ir.ey  neve  a  wiae 
variety  of  values  such  as  seta  (.reus  for  various  increasm*  ly  tiu-*.attnea 
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forms  of  life,    as  is  *ell  recognized   in  trie   long  litany  of  aaverse 
impacts  which  are  set  forth  in   the  EiS. 

Without  going   into  tne  matter  any  further,    I  would   suggest   tnat 
we   should  treasure  our  few  remaining  natural  lands;   that  later  gen- 
erations will  thank  us  much  more  for  our  foresight  in  preserving   tnera 
than  they  will  if  we   shovel  them  down  the  nopper  along  with  all  that 
went  before.      It  is  of  course  vital  that  we  decide  where  we  will  grow 
timber,    and   tnat   we  make   every   effort    to   achieve   a   sustained-yield 
mode;    the  BLM's  efforts  in  this  regard  are  timely  and  appropriate, 
but   let  us  remember-  man  does  not  live  by  bread  alone.      I  believe  that 
the  most  responsible  action  and  tee  one  most  in  keeping  with  the  pox- 
icies  which  govern  Bl^  would  be  to  preserve   tnat  little  old-growth 

ttnich  remains.      If  tnat  proves  to  be   impossible,   tnen  I  would  urgently 

it 
recommend  the  Managed  Old-Growtn  alternative. 

Peter  0.   Chllds 
Box  j.aC 

jviranaa,  Calif. 
^5551 

P.E.      Needless  to  sa/,   there  are  a.  j.arKe  number  of  people  »no  are 

very  grateful  tnat  ullnaa  Butte  is  recommenaea  for  withdrawal,      it 

makes  us  feel  ti.at  all  is  not   lost;    that   sustained  effort  *iil  bear 

fruit.     !te  thank  BL1!  for  its  responsiveness,   and  of  course  support 

said  recommendLt*on. 

MCUWM 


November  la,    19BO 

P.O.    Box  397 

Oaruerville,   California 

95440 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.    Box  940 
Ukiah,    California  954BC 

Dear  Sir, 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  EPIC,   the  Environmental  Protection 
Information  Center,  We  have   reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,   Sustained  Yield  Unit  15.   10-Year  Timber  Management  Plan 
(EIS)  and  respectfully  requeet  that  you  give  full  consideration  to 
our  following  comments  on  that  Plan. 

1.  It  is  clear  that  even  under  the  most  desirable  alternative 
(the   "managed  old-growth"   alternative)   that  the  protection  given  to 
old-growth  habitat  1b  very  Inadequate.  This  severe  effect  must  be 
mitigated.  Accordingly,  we  strongly  urge   full  committment  to  the 
proposed  mitigation  of  the   "old-growth  reserves".  We  also  request 
that  the  parcel  at  Tom  Long  Creek  be  added  to  this  list  of  reserve 
parcels,   and  that  any  other  parcels  found  later  to  be  suitable  also 
be  included. 

2.  We  strongly  applaud  the  proposed  designation  of  nilham  Butte 
as  a  Natural  Area  and  we  Bupport  its  withdrawal  from  the  timber 
production  base. 

5.  The  severe  problem  of  erosion  and  sedimentation  is  quite 
inadequately  assessed  and  mitigated  in  the  EIS.  This  must  be 
corrected. 

4.  Tfe  strongly  applaud  that  there  is  no  proposal  to  aerially 
spray  herbicides  and  no  proposal  to  use  any  phenoxy  herbicides. 
We  believe  your  stance  is  well  justified  from  the  points  of  view 
of  public  health,   economics,  and  ethics. 

5.  We  are  concerned  for  a  highly  endangered  plant,   listed  by 
the  California  Native  Plants   Society,   that  may  still  persist  on 
the  north  side  of  Bear  Buttes.  Accordingly,  we  urge  that  BLW 
withdraw  lands  there  from  the  timber  production  base. 

6.  We  strongly  support  the  withdrawal  of  additional  lands 
from  the  area  of  Red  Mountain.   The  areas  of  laterite  are  unique 
in  the  truest  sense  and  must  be  preserved  from  further  abuse. 

7.  We  also  strongly  support  withdrawal  of  parcels  in  and  near 
the  Sinkyone  Wilderness.  These  comprise  important  elements  of  any 
viable  reserve  in  the  area. 

The  EIS  contains  many  positive  features  and  we   congratulate 
you  for  these.   Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  the  above  comments. 
Please  send  us  a  copy  of  the   final  statement  and  the  Record  of 
Decision, 


Sincerely, 

WIG.  J 


<J 


ft(-'frst*j  f    »'** 


for 
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MATTOLE  WATERSHED  TAXPAYER'S  ASSOC 


Hovraber  19,   1900 


Acting  Lletrlct  Hanapor 
Butmu  of  land  Kamfciaint 
Bo;.  940 
Ukith,  CA  954B2 


Dur  Mr  KatUn: 


Mr 


The  Hattole  Watershed  Taxpayer's  Association  la  e  group  ctf 
lAndowners  and  retddenta  of  the  Mattola  River  Watershed  In  the 
Gilham  Butte  area,   M*ny  of  our  members  live  ed>oent  to,  or  look 
out  on,  BIJ4  parcels. 

Wo  must  commend  the  BIX  for  lta  excellent  and  exhaustive 
review  of  the  effects  of  ite  proposed  timber  management  doacribec 
in  the  Dre-ft  US.   Much  of  the  document  reflects  an  uncommon  sensitivity 
for  the  land,   particularly  in  its  description  of  wildlife  and  the 
importance  of  preserving  old-growth  foreste. 

The  rationale  outlines!  for  preserving  Natural  Areas  applies 
not  only  to  r.llham  Butte  itoelf,  but  to  all  other  BIX  parcels  in 

STU   13.   We   feel  very  strongly  that  the  best  course  of  action  

one  not  covered  in  the  EIS  —  would  be  no  logging  at  all  on  any 
of  the  BUt  parcels.   Theoe  parcels  have  a  such  greater  value  as 
preserves  of  a  rapidly  vardehlnf  natural  ecosystem,   than  they  have 
for  their  meager  timber  output. 

Our  detailed  cocsaento  on  the  EIS  are  attached,  and  we  also 
enclose  a  packet  of  supporting  documents. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  responalveneBs  to  our  input. 

Sincerely, 


C^a^|u)MaW^ 

Marylee  Bytheriver 
member.  Board  of  Directors 


Box  671,  Garberville,  CA  95440 


MWTA  COMMENTS  ON 
BLM  TIMBEU  MANACUIMT 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  SUSTAINS)  HELD  UNIT  13 

1 .  The  MWTA  supports  the  withdrawal  of  Gilham  Butte  from  the 
Timber  Production  Base.   The  inherent  geologic  instability,  erodable 
soils,   and  high  rainfall  of  the  Coast  Range,  combined  with  the 
steepness  of  the  terrain  on  Gilham  Butte,  make  it  wholly  unsuited 

to  roading  or  logging.  In  addition,  this  1700  acre  block  of  old-growth 
forest  provides  an  important  habitat  for  many  species  of  wildlife 
including  the  rare  spotted  owl.  Gilham  Butte  also  serves  as  a  genetic 
bank  for  native  plant  and  animal  life.  It  is  important  that  the  Butte 
be  maintained  in  its  present  pristine  condition,  and  we  are  gratified 
that  the  BLK  recognizes  this  fact. 

2.  The  MWTA  recommends  the  adoption  of  the  Managed  Old-Growth 
Alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  two-stage  shelterwood  system.    The 
Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  is  less  disruptive  of  the  natural 
nutrient  cycling  through  the  forest  ecosystem,  and  therefore  will 
maintain  greater  site  productivity  than  the  proposed  action,    (see 
pages  A-AO  and  4-65)  Maintainance  of  soil  fertility  is,  of  course, 
essential  to  achieve  the  goal  of  a  sustained  yeild  of  forest  products 
from  BLM  land. 
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The  Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  would  achieve  greater  natural 
regeneration  because  it  results  in  a  larger  seed  source,  more  shade, 
and  greater  soil  moisture,  as  well  as  greater  soil  fertility,   (see 
page  4-40)  With  the  amount  of  old-growth  dwindling  rapidly  on  both 
private  and  public  lands  throughout  the  region,  the  old-growth 
conifers  left  on  BLM-managed  land  provide  important  seed  sources  for 
future  forests,  and  maintain  the  genetic  diversity  of  locally-adapted 
strains  essential  for  healthy,   productive  forests. 

The  Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  would  cause  less  erosion 
from  the  cutblocks  themselves  than  any  of  the  other  alternativea. 
(see  page  4-37)  This  is  important,   not  only  for  the  maintainance  of 
site  productivity,  but   for  the  productivity  of  off-site  areas,  including 
downslope  and  downstream  areas.   Just  as  this  alternative  would  cause 
less  erosion,  it  would  cause  less  sedimentation  of  streams,   (see  page 
4-37)  Thus,  it  would  provide  a  healthier,  more  productive  acouatic 
system. 

The  Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  would  provide  greater  wildlife 
habitat,   particularly  species  which  require  cavities,  down  woody 
material,  and  large  conifers,    (see   pages  4-42  and  4-61) 

Lastly,   the  Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  would  result  in 
forest  areas  which  btve  more  aesthetic  appeal  end  recreation  potential 
than  any  of  the  other  alternatives,    (pages  4-53  and  4-58) 

Adopting  the  Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  instead  of  the 
proposed  action  would  not  make  an  appreciable  difference  in  either 
regional  employment  or  earnings,  according  to  Table  4-9.     The 
Proposed   .  ctlon  would   provide   only  0.14  of   1    percent  of  regional 
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employment  and  0.21    3f  1   percent  of  estimated  earnings.  By  contrast 
the  Managed  Old-Growth  Alternative  would  provide  0.12  of   1   percent 
of  regional  employment  and  0,18  of  1  percent  of  estimated  earnings. 

3.   The  MWTA  strongly  urges  the  adoption  of  the  proposed 
mitigation  listed  in  Table  4-8:  the  establishment  of  Old-Growth 
Reserves,   The  Draft  EIS  amply  describes  the  importance  of  such  blocks 
of  old-growth  to  a  wide  variety  of  wildlife  3pecies.   (see  pages  3-20  to 
3-26  and  4-41  to  4-53)  In  establishing  such  reserves,   the  BLM  has 
the  unique  opportunity  of  preserving  representative  samples  of  natural 
ecosystems  which  may  soon  be  found  nowhere  else.  We  can  think  of  no 
greater  accomplishment  for  BLM  land  management  than  to  be  able  to  hand 
down  to  future  generations  pristine  examples  of  our  natural  heritage. 

In  addition  to  the  18  parcels  listed  in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  MWTA 
urges  the  BLM  to  consider  setting  aside  additional  old-growth  reserves, 
including  the  scattered  blocks  surrounding  Gilham  Butte  and  the 
pfrcel  spanning  the  Tom  Long  Greek  near  Harris, 

4,   The  Draft  EIS  contains  several  important  errors  which  should 
be  corrected. 

A.  Water  Tield.   The  EIS  incorrectly  states  that  the  increased 
streamflows  on  smaller  mountain  streams  caused  by  logging  would  last 
longer  through  the  dry  season  and  w>uld  not  affect  flood  peaks, 
(see  pftges  3-7  and  4-8)  Research  studies  conclusi.ely  show  that  logging 
does,  in  fact,   increase  peak  flood  flows.  We  refer  you  primarily  to 
Forests  and  Water,  by  Henry  Anderson,   et  al.   of  th-  US  Forest  Service. 
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From  their  own  researches,  and  a  comprehensive  review  of  nearly  600 
references  on  forest  hydrology,  the  authors  summarize  what  is  known 
about  the  forest  influences  on  water  resources.  Anderson  also  discusses 
the  effects  of  forest  practices  on  streamflows . 

Anderson's  work  points  out  that  forests  regulate  the  amount  and 
timing  of  streamflows,  and  consequently  of  flooding.     Forest  soils 
absorb  rainfall,   reduce  surface  runoff,   increase  underground  seepage 
and  prevent  erosion.  The  forest  soils  serve  as  a  reservoir  of  stored 
water,   perculating  it  downslope  to  feed  headwater  streams  and 
maintain  year-round  streamflows.  The  evapotranspiration  of  forest 
vegetation  increases  soil-water  storage  capacity  in  the  fall,  allowing 
the  soil  to  absorb  early  winter  storms  —  the  most  frequent  flood 
producers.   In  this  way,   forest  soils  and  forest  vegetation  reduce  peak 
flows  and  prevent  smaller  floods. 

Conversely,  the  removal  of  forest  cover  and  disruption  of  the 
forest  soil  increases  peak  flows.   The  greater  basal  area  of  trees 
reiroved  from  and  forested  watershed,  and  the  greater  the  soil  disturbance, 
the  greater  the  increase  in  streamflows  during  periods  of  heavy  rainfall 
or  snowmelt,  according  to  Anderson.   The  increase  in  the  severity  and 
frequency  of  peak  flows  caused  by  logging,  increases  streambank  erosion, 
thus  swelling  streamflows  and  further  increasing  flood  damage. 

Forests  can  prevent   smaller  floods  by  retaining  a  certain  amount 
of  water  and  retarding  the   flow,   but  they  are  powerless  to  prevent 
really  Icrge  floods.   However,   the  presence  of  forests   substantially 
reduces   trv  dcmage  from  these  floo?s,    by  preventing   sediment   and  debris 
fron  swellinr  flood   flows. 
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According  to  Anderson,   "Extreme  high  flows  may  not  only  produce 
high  yields  of  sediment,   but  may  create  unstable  channel  banks,   so 
the  watershed  is  more  vulnerable  to  erosion  for  some  time  to  come.    ... 
For  example,  the  first  year  after  the  December  1964  flood  in  north 
coastal  watersheds  of  California,   sediment  production  increased  by  as 
much  aB  33  tons  per  acre.    . . .   Contrasting  two  watersheds,  one  with  the 
average  amount  of  poor  logging  (19.2  acres  per  square  mile  or  3%  of 
the  total  area)  and  the  other  with  no  logging,  the  watershed  with  the 
combination  of  poor  logging  and  a  large  flood  had  a  7QH  greater  increase 
in  sediment  after  the  flood." 

Two  studies  of  the  damage  caused  by  the   1964/ to  streams   flowing 
off  of  South  Fork  Mountain  in  Trinity  County,  also   confilusively  show 
that  logged  watersheds  suffered  more  severe  darage  than  unlogged 
watersheds.    (See:   California  Department  of  Water  Resources:  South 
Fork  Trinity  River  Watershed  Erosion  Investigation,    1979;  and  !).  W. 
MacCleery:  Logging  on  South  Fork  Mountain,  A  Look  at  Past  Activities 
end  Implications  for  Future  Management  of  the  Area,   USFS,    1974) 

According  to  the  DWR  report,   flood  damage  in  logged  watershed? 
results  from  a  combination  of  factors,   including   "heavier  snowpack  on 
logged  areas  (more  runoff  as  srowmelt  proceeds),   increased  overland  flow 
due  to  compaction  (less  infiltration  and   subsurface   flow),    logging 
debris  and  roadfill  blocking  waterways,   entrainment  of  particles  from 
bare  soils  acting  to  increase  the  erosive  power  of  water,  1  nd  inter- 
ception of  surface  and   subsurftce  flow  by  roads  an)  skid  trails, 
res  .ltinp  in  diversion  (.nd  concentration  of  surface   flow.     Hv;se 
processes   have   eumul' tive  downslope  '.nd  downstrflara  impacts." 
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B.  Sedimentation.   The  Draft  EIS  contains  a  significant  error  in  its 
evaluation  of  the  effects  of  sedimentation  on.  fisheries :    "At  this  time 
it  is  probably  safe  to  say  that  a  slight  increase  in  sedimentation 
associated  with  good  logging  practices  would  not  be  significantly 
detrimental  to  fishery  resources  in  this  North  Coast  area."   (page  4-25) 

First  of  all,  the  average  figures  used  in  the  Draft  EIS  to 
represent  normal  3ediment  yield  for  undisturbed  forest  and  increased 
sediment  yeild  from  the  proposed  action  are  meaningless.  Sediment 
yeild  must  be  measured  on  a  site-specific  basis.   For  example,  the 
US  Forest  Service  has  measured  increases  in  suspended  sediment  of 
700$  to  518,000$  following  logging  in  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest 
(Off -Site  Effects  of  Roads  and  Clearcut  Units  on  Slope  Stability  and 
Stream  Channels,   Fox  Planning  Unit).  This  extreme   range  is  due  to 
the  variation  in  geologic  stability  of  various  logging  sites.  Logging 
and  road  building  on  dormant  or  active  landslides  can  trigger  mass 
movement  which  can  totally  devastate  the  downstream  fisheries.  On 
the  other  hand,  logging  on  stable  slopes     may  increase  sedimentation 
only  slightly,   and  result  in  only  minor  impacts  on  fisheries. 

Fortunately,  a  thorough  geotechnical  analysis  of  proposed  logging 
sites  can  evaluate  slope  stability  and  landslide  hazard  prior  to  any 
potentially  damaging  activities.  Wo  feel  that  this  type  of  analysis 
Is  essential  in  order  to  keep  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  within  acceptable  limits. 

Secondly,   the  predicted  sedimentation  increase  of  between  382%  and 
765$  cannot  be  described  a3  "slight"  and  would  deflnitnl-/  have  a 
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major  impact  on  fisheries.   The  Piatt' 3  curve,  developed  by  the  US 
Forest  Service,   correlates  the  percent  increase  of  delivered  sediment 
to  percent  decrease  of  fish  population.  It  has  been  used  by  the 
Six  Rivers  National  Fore3t  (Timber  Harvest  Scheduling  Study,    1979) 
and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (Smith  River  Draft 
Waterway  Management  Plan)  to  predict  impacts  of  logging  on  fisheries. 

While  the  Piatt's  curve  cannot  be  applied  to  any  geologic 
province  without  modification,  it  does  give  an  example  of  quantified 
impacts  of  sediment  on  fish  production: 
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Using  this  formula,   the  proposed  action,  if  it  results  in  the 
sediment  increase  predicted  in  the  Draft  EIS,  would  result  in  a  75$  to 
100$  decrease  in  fish  populations! 

Again,  we  must  stress  that  site-specific  impacts  would  be  much 
greater  if  logging  or  raod  building  occurs  on  landslides,   than  on 
stable  slopes. 

C.  Erosion  due  to  removal  of  trees.  The  Draft  EIS  3tates  that 
"it  is  not  the  temporary  elimination  of  trees  in  a  timber  harvest 
operetion  that  causes  the  damage,  but  the  improper  techniques  used  in 
the  removal  of  the  trees  and  in  road  construction."   'page  4-2) 

Improper  logging  and  road  construction  do  cause  tremendous  damage, 
but  the  removal  of  for'  st  trefip,   ir.  and  of  itself,   causes  both  increased 
lfindslidinp  end   surface  erosion  by  removing  the  root  aunport  of  unstable 
nlopos  and  interrupting  the  natural  w&ter  flows  inclurlln;    oonninp  up 
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the  land  to  rain-drop  impact. 

Increased  landsliding  due  to  the  removal  of  root  support  on 
unstable  slopes,   i3  dealt  with  in  the  Draft  EIS  on  pages  4-3  and 
4-5.  Wo  refer  you  also  to  the  ■work  of  Robert  Ziemer,  of  the  USFS 
Areata  field  station.  His  research  indicates  that  there  is  often  a 
crucial  gap  between  the  decay  of  the  slope-supporting  roots  of  logged 
old-growth  conifers,  and  the  growth  of  the  roots  of  the  regenerating 
young  growth.  In  his  mixed  conifer  study  area,  he  found  that  24  years 
after  logging  90^  of  the  old  roots  had  decayed,   while  the  young 
growth  had  only  achieved  10?  of  the  original  root  strength  in  the  slope. 

He  concludes  that   "the  decay  of  roots  following  timber  harvest 
can  cause  reduced  soil  strength  which  can  lead  to  landslides  and 
increased  stream  sedimentation."   (Hoots  end  the  Stability  of  Forested 
Slopes,    1979) 

The  CDF  Erosion  Study,   led  by  geologist  Carl  Hauge,   also  addresses 
the  impacts  of  the   removal  of  forest  trees.    (Forest  Practice  Rules  and 
Soil  Erosion  in  the  Coast  Forest  District,    1979)  Cutting  the  trees 
opens  the  land  to  increased  erosion  by  wind,   water,   and  gravity  because 
it  results  in  "higher  soil  moisture  due  to  decreased  evapotranspira- 
tion;  decreased  intervention  storage  of  waterj  altered  distribution 
of  water  to  soilj   decreased  litter  productionj  decreased  soil 
mic  robial  activity  and  organic  matter;  increased  insolation  reaching 
the  soil;  and  increased  wind  velocities." 

D.   lite  Productivity.   In  discussing  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  on  solla,  the  Draft  EIS  states :    "Site  productivity  would  bo 
only  moderately  affected   because  a   hlgli   proportion  of  the   tot*l  tons 
nroded  is  less   productive   subsoils. .."    (pflpe  US)    This   statement 
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ignores  the  serious  impacts  of  surface  erosion  on  loss  of  soil 
nutrients. 

Organic  nutrients  are  stored  in  the  humus  and  clay  found  in  the 
top  6"   ( 15cm)  of  the  forest  soil.  The  humus,  lying  on  top  of  the 
ground,   and  the  clay,  being  light  and  fine,  are  more  vulnerable  to 
leaching  than  is  the  heavier  mineral  soil  below.   Runoff  from  disturbed 
land  in  cutblocks  and  roads    .often  contains  high  concentrates  of 
soluable  organic  nutrients  —  even  when  it  is  visibly  clear,   (see 
Robert  Curry,  Soil  Destruction  Associated  with  Forest  Management 
and  Prospects  for  Recovery  in  Geologic  Time,  ASB  Bulletin  Vol  18,  No  3, 
July  1971) 

Elsewhere  the  Draft  EIS  does  discuss  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  on  nutrient  cycling  in  more  realistic  terms,   stating  that 
it  would  cause  some  disruption  of  nutrient  cycling  and  loss  of  nutrients 
through  water  transport  (page  4-12),  and  later  that  erosion  would 
affect  on-site  forest  productivity  and  that  the  long-term  potential 
for  growth  loss  aopears  to  be  substantial.    (p;.ge  4-65) 

The  protection  of  the  organic  nutrients  in  the  soil  to  maintain 
current  site  productivity  is,  of  course,  essential  in  order  to 
achieve  a   sustain  yeild  of  timber  from  BLM  lands. 

5.   Please  add  the  following  information  to  Table  3-4  Streams  in 
STtU  13  Timber  Base  that  Contain  Fish  (page  3-29  to  3-30):  In  years 
of  normal  rainfall  the  Mattole  River  3UDports  a  king  salmon  run 
as  well  as  the   steelhef  d  and  silver  salmon  noted.  A   tributary  to  the 
Kattole,   Blue  Slida   Creek,    flows  through  a   BLM  parcel  in  T3S   !t2Ej 
it  supports  king   salmon,   silver  salmon,   and  steelhead. 
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Al30,   several  tributaries  of  Mattole  Canyon  Creek,  itself  a 
tributary  of  the  Mattole  River,   flow  through  BLM  parcels  located  in 
T3S  R2E.   The  Mattole  Canyon  Creek  is  an  important  steelhead  spawning 
and  rearing  stream. 

6.   The  arbitrary  width  buffer  strips  described  in  the  Draft  EIS 
would  not  always  be  adequate  to  protect  the  stream  from  excessive 
sedimentation. 

In  the  North  Coast,   shallow  debris  slides  along  streams  often 
form  at  the  toe  of  deep-seated  rotational  slides.  Disturbance  of  the 
slope  integrity  or  removal  of  the  vegetative  cover,  as  occurs  in 
logging  and  road  building,  above  the  buffer  strip  can  trigger  massive 
movement  of  material  downward.   This  material  winds  up  in  the  stream  - 
regardless  of  the  measures  taken  in  the  buffer  strip. 

For  example,  the  CDF  Erosion  Study  reports  of  a  log  landing 
constructed  on  a  naturally  unstable  slope  which  failed  and  con- 
tributed over  10,000  cubic  meters  of  sediment  to  the  stream  below. 
Similarly,   the  Fox  Unit  Study  cited  above  shows  that  landslides 
associated  with  roads  and  cutblocks  easily  pushed  through  buffer 
strips  and  deposited  sediment  and  debris  into  streams. 

Overland  runoff  beginning  in  cutblocks  and  roads  above  the 
buffer  strip  concentrates  in  rills,  gullies,  culverts,  and  intermittent 
creeks  as  it  moves  downhill.  Both  natural  creeks  and  erosion-caused 
gullies   (particularly  at  the  outlet  of  oul  verts )  act  as  tunnels 
carryinr  sediment-laden  runoff  and  debris  through  the  buffer  »trip 
into  the   6tream. 
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During  times  of  heavy  rainfall  these  creeks  and  gullies  are 
further  eroded  by  the  sediment-laden  water  cutting  into  their  banks, 
which  deposits  more  sediment  into  the  water,   causing  even  further 
erosion  of  streambanks  in  a  self-perpetuating  cycle  which  ceeates 
larger  and  larger  gaps  in  the  buffer  strip  and  allows  mors  and  more 
sediment  and  debris  to  reach  the  "protected"  stream. 

Landslides  —  which  push  through  the  buffer  strips  —  can  be 
prevented,  but  there  is  no  feasible  way  to  repair  the  damage  once 
it  has  been  done.  Unstable  geologic  areas  can  be  identified  with 
aerial  photography  and  mapped.   The  landslide  potential  of  an  area 
can  be  evaluated  in  a  geotechnical  report  and  appropriate  measures 
taken  to  prevent  the  triggering  of  mass  movement . 

Along  streams,  the  buffer  strip  should  include  all  unstable 
geologic  areas  to  the  crown  of  the  slide.  Disruption  of  the     integrity 
of  the  slope  from  road  building  or  heavy  equipment  operation,   or 
the  removal  of  the  vegetative  support  from  logging,   should   be  avoided 
on  all  active  or  dormant  landslides. 

The  buffer  strip  should  include  the  inner  gorge  of  the  stream. 
This  is  the  steep  (greater  than  70i£)  slope  between  the  stream  channel 
and  the  first  break  in  slope.   The  width  of  the  inner  gorge  generally 
increases  with  successive  larger  streams,   but  is  not  necessarily 
constant  along  a  Bingle  stream  channel,  Eecause  of  the  nature  of 
the  geologic  formation  of  the  Coast  Range  —  the  downcuttlnp  of  fast- 
nuving  streams  through  weak  material  —  these  gorges  are  structurally 
unstable 
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To  be  effective,  the  buffer  strip  needs  to  encompass  1$  times  the 
inner  gorge  of  the  stream,  (see  Off -Site  Effects  of  Roads  and  Clearcut 
Units  on  Slope  Stability  and  Stream  Channels,  Fox  Planning  Unit) 

Gullies,  draws,  intermittent  creeks,  ephemeral  creeks,  s.nd 
culverts  all  carry  water  to  larger  streams.  When  natural  drainage 
patterns  are  disrupted  from  logging  and  road  building,  these  small 
creeks  can  carry  large  volumes  of  sediment,  debris,  and  organic 
materials  into  larger  streams.  Therefore,  all  waterways  should  be 
protected  with  a  buffer  strip. 


COMMENT  LETTER  22. 


Mattole  Watershed  Taxpayers  Association, 
Garberville,  Ca. 


22-1   Issue:  Water  Yield. 

Pages  3-7  and  4-8  do  not  state  that  logging  would  not  affect  flood 
peaks.   They  state,  "...increased  yield  does  not  add  significantly 
to  flood  peaks"  (Page  3-7)  and,  "Flood  peak  flows  and  increased 
water  yield  would  not  be  appreciably  affected  by  partial  timber 
cutting..."  (Page  4-8).   As  Anderson  (1976,  p.  30)  points  out. 

The  impact  of  timber  harvest  on  the  water  resource  depends  upon 
the  severity  of  the  changes  in  vegetal  cover,  the  exposure  and 
compaction  of  the  mineral  soil,  and  the  proportion  of  watershed 
affected  (Megahan  1972,  Stone  1973)."  Anderson  also  says  (p.  45), 
"Timber  harvesting  increases  water  yield  primarily  by  reducing 
evapotranspiration."  Another  study  by  Harr  (1980)  concludes  that 
annual  water  yield  and  size  of  instantaneous  peak  flows  were  not 
significantly  changed  by  logging.   Harr's  study  was  on  small  clear- 
cuts  totaling  25  percent  of  the  watershed. 


22-2   Issue:   Fisheries. 

See  responses  to  Issues  1-2  and  22-4. 


22-3   Issue:   Sediment  yield. 

It  is  understood  that  due  to  the  variability  of  individual  sites, 
the  applicability  of  "average  figures"  will  not  always  provide  the 
needed  measure  of  impact  determination.   Consequently,  as  noted  on 
Page  2-12,  "Environmental  Assessments  (EAs)  will  be  prepared  for 
discrete  timber  management  projects  to  evaluate  site-specific  problems.' 

22~4   Issue:   Sedimentation  -  fisheries  resource. 

It  is  acknowledged  that  the  use  of  average  figures  and  methods  such 
as  Piatt's  curve  without  extensive  site-specific  data  has  limited 
applicability.   The  average  sedimentation  figures  used  in  the  draft 
analysis  to  represent  normal  sediment  are  broad  estimates  using  the 
best  available  watershed  data  for  the  10-year  period  before  committed 
mitigations.   In  the  absence  of  site-specific  data,  they  give  some 
basis  for  judging  relative  impacts.   The  predicted  sedimentation 
increase  from  29  to  58  tons  per  square  mile  to  about  222  tons  per 
square  mile  is  within  the  limits  of  acceptable  sediment  for  fisheries 
habitat.   Compare  the  222  tons  per  square  mile  with  sediment  in 
other  streams  shown  in  Table  3-2. 
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Because  only  email  areas  on  a  few  of  the  fish  streams  will  be  logged 
over  a  10-year  period,  the  percent  Increase  of  delivered  sediment 
will  be  negligible.   Piatt 'e  curve  was  most  likely  developed  on  the 
basis  of  a  high  base  level  of  delivered  sediment.   For  example,  a 
Btream  with  one  milligram  per  liter  (mg/1)  sediment  would  have  a 
1000  percent  increase  if  sediment  increased  to  10  mg/1.   Fish  popu- 
lation would  not  be  affected. 

The  commitment  to  accepted  mitigations,  established  timber  management 
parameters,  and  site-specific  environmental  assessments,  coupled  with 
the  Bureau's  policy  of  continual  update  of  its  inventory  base  and  plan- 
ning system,  will  afford  the  fisheries  resource  full  consideration. 

22~5  Issue:   Erosion  from  tree  removal. 

The  study  by  Robert  Ziemer  (1980)  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  deals 
with  the  effect  of  root  decay  after  timber  harvest  on  clearcut  blocks. 
However,  in  another  study  by  Ziemer  (undated)  he  concludes  that  under 
a  sheltervood  harvest  system,  loss  in  soil  shear  strength  is  much 
less  than  in  a  clearcut.  After  the  initial  50  to  70  percent  over- 
story  removal,  the  live  root  systems  from  the  remaining  trees  will 
begin  to  expand  to  occupy  the  soil  previously  occupied  by  the  now 
dead  root  system  of  the  cut  trees.   Ziemer  assumes  that  this  root 
expansion  will  be  accomplished  within  eight  years.   Immediately 
after  the  initial  cutting,  growing  space  will  be  available  for  the 
establishment  of  seedlings.  When  the  mature  trees  are  cut,  about 
ten  years  after  the  initial  cut,  their  root  systems  will,  in  turn, 
begin  to  decay.  The  seedlings  then  start  to  make  rapid  growth  and 
begin  root  expansion. 

Ziemer  concludes  further  that  if  the  root  decay  rate  of  the  initial 
cut  trees  is  slower  than  the  root  growth  rate  of  the  residual  trees, 
net  root  reinforcement  in  the  cut  area  might  be  greater,  for  a  time, 
than  that  in  the  uncut  forest. 

Slope  stability  considerations  are  a  complex  array  of  many  factors, 
but  for  most  management  decisions  a  qualitative  understanding  of 
the  principles  of  slope  stability  must  suffice. 

22~6  Issue:   Site  productivity. 

Surface  erosion  does  have  an  impact  on  the  loss  of  soil  nutrients. 
However,  Anderson's  study  (1976)  shows  that  careful  logging  may 
disturb  no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  area.   Overland  flow,  the 
major  cause  of  surface  erosion,  may  be  of  little  consequence.   The 
impact  from  surface  erosion  was  considered  In  concluding  that  site 
productivity  would  be  only  moderately  affected. 


22-7     Issue:   Streams  in  the  timber  base. 

In  years  of  normal  rainfall,  King  salmon  may  occur  in  portions  of 
the  Mattole  River  within  small  portions  of  BLM  lands  in  the  SYU  13 
timber  base. 

Blue  Slide  Creek  lies  near  but  not  within  an  80-acre  isolated  BLM 
parcel  in  T.  3  S. ,  R.  2  E.,  Sec.  35.   Map  2-2  misrepresents  the  ac- 
tual relationship  of  the  creek  to  the  parcel.   The  southwest  corner 
of  the  parcel  borders  on  what  appears  to  be  a  permanent  side  drain- 
age.  Intermittent  drainages  occur  on  the  northwest  and  southeast 
corners.   Tentative  buffer  zones  have  been  assigned,  and  if  logged 
in  the  future,  the  parcel  would  receive  site-specific  analysis  and 
mitigation. 

Mattole  Canyon  Creek  and  a  side  drainage  of  the  Creek  pass  through 
two  BLM  40-acre  parcels  in  T.  3  S.,  R  2  E.   One  40-acre  parcel  was 
completely  removed  from  the  timber  base  during  the  TPCC  inventory 
because  of  steepness  and  unstable  soils.   The  northeastern  portion 
of  the  other  parcel  was  removed  for  the  same  reasons.   If  logged, 
the  small  remaining  portion  will  receive  site-specific  analysis 
and  mitigation. 


22-8     Issue:   Buffer  Strips. 

See  response  to  Issue  1-2. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  23.   Linda  Edwards,  Redway,  Ca. 


23_1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 

23-2   Issue:   FiBh  habitat. 

See  response  to  Issue  22-1.   Timber  harvesting  and  its  associated 
roads  can  and  often  do  cause  serious  erosion  and  sedimentation. 
The  amount  of  sediment  and  damage  to  fish  habitat  varies  widely 
with  topography,  climate,  soils,  and  the  amount  of  soil  disturbance, 
which  depend  on  such  things  as  care  in  logging,  intensity  of  cut, 
and  the  equipment  used.   Responsible  logging  can  keep  damages  with- 
in bounds. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  24.   Wesley  R.  Edwards,  Redway ,  Ca . 


24-1   Issue:   Gllham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  25.   Mrs.  M.  W.  Lyon,  Kedway ,  Ca . 


25_1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTEK  2f> .   William  Cartwood,  Kedway,  Ca 


26"1    lBsue:   Gilham  buttc. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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6U15  Regent  Street 
Oakland,  California  °l*6l8 
22  November  1°80 


District  Manager 

BUI 

P.O.  Box  9I4O 

Ukiah,   California  95h&2 

Dear  Sin 

I  understand  that  a  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  haa  been  prepared 
by  your  district  for  timber  management  in  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13.     Included 
therein  in  the  timber  harvesting  base  is  a  tract  of  ca.  165  acres  of  BUI 
land  on  the  north  side  of  Bear  Buttes  near  Miranda,  southern  Humboldt  County. 

As  past  chairman  of  the  Rare  Plant  Committee  of  the  California  Native  Plant 
Society,   I   should  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  possibility  that 
Astragalus  agnicldus  might  still  exist  somewhere  on  this  acreage.     This  plant 
historically  has  been  known  only  from  the  Tosten  and  Pelrce  Ranch  near  Bear 
Buttes  at  an  altitude  of  ca.  2500  feet  and  has  not  been  reported  for  some  25 
years.     It  is  considered  possibly  extinct  in  the  revised  edition  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Native  Plant  Society's  Special  Publication  No.  1.     As  such  it  merits 
special  attention  in  seeking  out  additional  stands.     Every  effort  should  be 
made  carefully  to  search  for  it  in  this  acreage  before  committing  the  area 
as  part  of  the  timber  resource  base.     Otherwise,  we  suggest  that  the  tract  be 
withdrawn  until  such  a  search  becomes  possible. 

The  biology  of  this  plant,   collected  only  two  or  three  times,   is  poorly  under- 
stood.    It  is  said  to  have  appeared  in  abundance  on  logged-over  areas,   so  that 
it  may  be  that  it  benefits  from  disturbance  of  one  sort  or  another.     If  it 
should  be  recovered,   it  might  prove   that  logging,  carefully  conducted  in  a 
gradual  manner,  would  be  beneficial  to  its  survival.     Until  more  is  known,   it 
cannot  be  said. 


Sincerely, 
Alice  Q.  Howard 


COMMENT  LETTER   27.      Alice   Q.    Howard,    Oakland,    Ca . 


27-l  Issue:      Withdrawal  of   the   Bear  Butte  public   land   parcel   to  protect 

Astagalus  agnicldus. 

The  Bear  Buttes   tract   is   located   in   the  Scattered   Blocks  Planning 
Unit  of   the  North  Coast  Resource  Area.      As  mentioned  on  Page   2-4, 
the   planning  process   is  not   completed   for   this  unit.      Currently, 
this   tract   is  proposed  as  being   available   for   intensive   forest 
management  activities.      As   stated   on  Page   2-12  of   the   draft   envi- 
ronmental  impact   statement,    environmental   assessments  will  be   pre- 
pared  for  discrete   timber  management  projects.      Additionally,    sea- 
sonal  inventories   are  required  prior   to   the   initiation  of   timber 
management  projects.      As  mentioned   on  Page   2-17   of   the   draft   state- 
ment,   "Any  possible   impacts   involving  endangered   species  will  be 
resolved   through  cooperation  and  consultation  with   the   California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and   the  U.S.   Fish  and  Wildlife   Service 
as  required  by  Section   7  of   the   Endangered   Species  Act   of    1973,    as 
amended   1978  and    1979." 
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District  Manager 
Bureau  of   Land  Management 
555  Leslie  Street 
Uklsh,  California  95U82 


November  22,   1980 

29900  Highway  20 

Fort  Bragg,  California  95U37 


For  the   Public  Hearing  Record 
REi  Draft  EIS  for  10-year  Timber  Management  Plan  -  Sustained  Tield  Unit  13. 


Dear  Siri 

Please  include  these  comments  as  part  of   the  public  hearing  record  on  the   Draft  EIS 
for  Sustained  Tield   Unit  13,   10-year  Timber  Management  Plan. 

X  believe  that,  with  this  document,   BLM  has  made  a  very  fine  beginning  towards  e  true 
sustained  yield  plan  which  recognizes   the  importance  of  all  forest  and  watershed  re- 
sources. 

However,   I  believe  that  more  work  is  needed  in  the  following  areas,  and  request  that 
the  Final  EIS  and  Plan  deal  with  these  problem  areas  fully  and  completely! 

Fisheries 


0JO_e)    (AjJiiU^)    &-n£o 


29-1 


Old   Growth  Ecosystems 

These  are   inadequately  dealt  with,  and  deserve  much  more  attention.      1\tb  destruction 
of  old-growth  habitat  demonstrably  leads  to  a  reduction  in  species  diversity,  and  may 
increase   the  susceptibility  of  the  forest  ecosystem  to  destructive  disease  and  insect 
29~2     [vectors.      There  are  also  unique  recreation  values  associated  with  old-growth  forests. 
I  would  request  that  the  problem  of  old-growth  ecosystem  loss  be  evaluated  In  the 
iFlnal  EIS,   and  alternatives  to  this   loss  presented  for  public  review. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration,  and  for  an  overall  fine  effort  to  conserve  forest 
resources,  sral  to  evaluate  environmental  impacts  deriving  from  plan  implementation. 


The  effects  of  logging  on  watershed  erosion  and  sedimentation  of  streams,   although 
generally  well  known,  are  not  dealt  with  exhaustively  in  the  DEIS.      The  effects  of 
road  building,  slumps  and  earthflowe,   stream  sediments,  high  erosion  hasardB  and  rates, 
raised  stream  temperatures,   and  other  logging  impacts  on  the  important  fisheries 
resource  should  be  fully  evaluated         in  the  Final  EIS. 


Ron  Quenther 
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COMMENT  LETTER  29.   Ron  Cuenther,  Fort  Bragg,  Ca . 


29_1   Issue:   Fisheries. 

Loggingt  road  building,  and  other  actions  associated  with  the  pro- 
posed timber  management  program  for  SYU  13  are  specifically  address- 
ed throughout  the  environmental  consequences  chapter  of  the  state- 
ment .   Additional  input  regarding  potential  adverse  impacts  to  the 
fisheries  resource  will  be  incorporated  as  it  becomes  known  through 
the  completion  of  the  planning  process  and  during  activity  planning. 
As  stated  on  Page  2-12  of  the  draft,  site-specific  environmental 
assessments  will  be  prepared  for  discrete  timber  management  projects. 

29-2   Issue:   Old-growth  Ecosystems 

It  is  well  known  that  mature  and  old-growth  forests  are  significantly 
more  diverse  (Thomas  1979,  Franklin  et  al.  1979,  Bull  1978,  Maser  and 
Thomas  1978)  and  that  mature  plant  communities  are  generally  more 
stable  than  young  communities  thereby  adding  a  measure  of  stability 
to  the  local  landscape  (Odum  1963).   Large  blocks  of  old-growth  forests 
are  more  stable  than  small  blocks.   It  should  be  clear  that  old-growth 
forests,  as  depicted  in  Figure  3-3  (Page  3-23),  are  much  more  diverse 
than  the  proposed  regulated  future  forests  described  and  discussed 
in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (Pages  ill,  2-11,  2-13, 
2-14,  2-18  through  2-25,  4-14,  and  4-15). 

Because  old-growth  forests  possess  a  greater  variety  of  habitat  com- 
ponents (Figure  3-3),  they  can  support  a  greater  variety  of  wildlife 
species.   The  draft  statement  stresses  that  old-growth-dependent 
species  require  the  various  habitat  components  and  that  intensive 
timber  management  practices  will  remove  components  and  severely 
alter  existing  forests  (Pages  3-22  and  3-23). 

Appendix  3-3  includes  the  habitat  components  required  by  representative 
wildlife  and  emphasizes  old-growth-dependent  wildlife  species  subject 
to  impacts  from  the  proposed  action (s).   Using  primarily  forest-de- 
pendent species,  Pages  4-17  through  4-24  discuss  how  the  discrete 
actions  of  the  proposed  intensive  timber  management  parameters  would 
impact  the  various  old-growth  habitat  components  and  ultimately  wild- 
life.  Figure  4-2  (Page  4-43)  presents  an  example  of  the  potential 
decrease  in  species  from  removing  dead  and  down  material  from  serai 
stages  of  forests,  including  mature  stages.   Additional  examples  appear 
in  a  report  by  Soils  and  Toth  (1979). 


Table  4-7  attempts  to  describe  the  overall  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat 
that  would  result  from  the  proposed  timber  management  practices.   Al- 
though this  Is  quite  difficult  In  many  cases  because  habitat  would 
not  be  completely  destroyed  but  would  remain  in  some  degree  of  sub- 
optimal  condition,  the  table  indicates  that  habitat  would  be  very 
suboptimal  for  species  dependent  on  mature  and  old-growth  forest. 


Available  information  does  not  indie 
opportunities  associated  with  old-gr 
hunting  (Pages  3-31  and  3-32).  Deer 
greatest  interest,  and  cutover  areas 
than  old-growth  (Page  4-26) .  In  any 
both  physical  and  legal  access  would 
need  for  old-growth  Douglas-fir  natu 
Wilderness  areas  that  include  forest 
3-42).  Numerous  other  references  re 
are  made  throughout  Chapter  4  and  In 


ate  a  demand  for  recreation 

owth,  per  se,  but  rather  for 
hunting  would  command  the 
provide  better  opportunities 
case,  for  recreation  to  occur, 
be  required  (Page  3-60) .   The 

ral  areas  is  stated  on  Page  3-32. 
types  are  being  considered  (Page 

garding  the  loss  of  old-growth 
Appendix  4-1. 
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Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc. 

!5    KEARNY   STREET 
SAN    FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA    94  1  08 

415  4SI-6561 


Washington  Office 

17«5   I    STREET,  N.W. 

SUITE  600 

WASHINGTON,  O.C.   3OO06 

tos  ss;-8sio 
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New  York  Office 
IS!    EAST  4SND  3TRSZT 
NEW   YORK,  N.Y.  1  O  0  1 ', 

III   949-OO49 


District  Manager 

Ukiah  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  940 

Ukiah,  California   95482 

Dear  Sir: 

This  letter  constitutes  the  comments  of  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.  (NRDC)  upon  the  Draft  Timber 
Management  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Sustained  Yield 
Unit  13.   Overall,  we  feel  that  the  authors  of  this  document 
have  done  a  fine  job  of  assembling  and  analyzing  alternatives 
for  the  management  of  SYU  13.   We  feel,  however,  that  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement  and  plan  could  be  improved  in 
several  important  respects. 

The  most  important  of  these  is  the  need  for  the  final 
plan  to  provide  amply  for  the  protection  of  old  growth  habitat 
in  the  timber  production  base.   Old  growth  ecosystems  are  a 
vital  resource,  containing  scientific,  economic,  aesthetic,  and 
recreational  values  of  great  importance.   The  genetic 
reservoirs  they  harbor  are  of  untold  significance  to  us  and  our 
successors;  the  health  of  many  watersheds  is  dependent  upon  old 
growth  stands. _i/ 
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_i/  See  8  Environmental  Law  497,  Juday,  "Old  Growth  Forests" 
(Winter  1978) . 
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multiple-use  manager.   The  importance  to  the  public  of  a 
continuing  resource  of  old  growth  is  acknowledged  by  the  draft 
document  itself,  which  indicates  that  the  protection  of  old 
growth  and  the  wildlife  dependent  theron  was  the  highest 
priority  item  identified  "by  scoping  participants  and  by  public 
input  during  the  planning  process."   P.  2-l_i/ 

The  proposed  plan  and  four  of  the  alternatives  would 
eliminate  all  old  growth  from  the  timber  production  base.   P.  4-67. 
The  only  differences  among  them  are  the  time  period  in  which 
this  would  occur.   The  draft's  analysis  of  impats  makes  clear 
the  profound  consequences.   Elimination  of  all  old  growth 
effectively  means  the  elimination  of  species  dependent  upon  old 
growth  habitat.   These  include  rare  plant  species  and  such 
animal  species  as  the  goshawk,  the  spotted  owl,  the  pine 
marten,  the  red  tree  mouse,  the  red-backed  mouse,  and  the 
fisher.   Pp.  4-17,  4-66.   The  total  removal  of  old  growth  from 
the  production  base  means  the  extirpation  of  old  growth 
ecosystem  enclaves  which  could  repopulate  other  portions  of  the 
forest  if  future  policy  allows  a  return  of  these  to  old  growth 
conditions.   P.  4-24.   It  means  a  loss  in  vertical  diversity  of 
stands  and  in  horizontal  diversity,  the  latter  due  to  the 
anticipated  large  size  of  cuts.   Id.   Finally,  it  means  the 
loss  of  the  few  remaining  large,  fully  integrated  virgin  forest 
ecosystems  in  SYU  13.   P.  4-27.   The  draft  acknowledges  that 
the  loss  of  old  growth  is  irretrievable  under  the  terms  of  the 
proposed  plan.   P.  4-27. 

Only  one  alternative,  the  managed  old  growth 
alternative,  would  preserve  any  old  growth  trees,  snags,  and 
down  logs.   P.  4-41.   We  are  very  pleased  to  see  this 
progressive  approach  to  multiple-use  forest  management 
seriously  considered  in  the  draft  EIS  and  strongly  urge  its 
adoption  in  the  final  plan. 

However,  as  the  draft  document  frankly  concedes,  the 
managed  old  growth  alternative  alone  will  not  provide  adequate 
protection  to  old  growth  values.   P.  4-53.   Among  other  things, 
broad-leafed  trees  and  the  crucial  foods  they  supply  wildlife 
will  not  be  retained.   The  majority  of  the  forest  will  be  on 
100-year  rotations.   The  old  growth  trees  left  under  this 
alternative  will  provide  only  a  15  to  20%  canopy.   P.  4-42. 
Finally,  there  will  be  no  areas  of  old  growth  sufficiently 


—2/  All  page  references  are  to  the  draft  document. 
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managed  old  growth  plan  with  an  ample  old  growth  reserve 
system.   We  are  encouraged  by  the  fact  that  the  draft  proposes 
and  analyzes  such  a  possibility/  which  would  certainly  make  SYU 
13  a  model  of  enlightened  multiple-use  forestry  for  public  land 
managers  everywhere.   Peel  free  to  contact  me  if  I  can  be  of 
any  assistance  in  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


Trent  W.  Orr 

Attorney,  Forestry  Project 


TWO/jt 

cc:   Robert  Sutherland 
Deane  Swickard 
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large  to  provide  suitable  nesting  habitat  for  goshawks,  spotted 
owls,  and  like  species. 


For  these  reasons,  the 
draft  need  to  be  implemented  a 
alternative  in  order  to  provid 
growth  resources.   Pp.  4-53  to 
mitigation  measures,  the  most 
system  of  reserves  outlined  in 
4-8.   Id.   Although  the  docume 
needed  in  order  "to  recommend 
areas  at  this  timet,]  .  .  .  su 
to  make  the  recommendations  co 


mitigations  discussed  in  the 
long  with  the  managed  old  growth 
e  sufficient  protection  to  old 

54.   Of  these  proposed 
important  is  the  creation  of  the 

the  draft  documents  at  Table 
nts  maintain  that  more  study  is 
all  of  the  most  desirable  reserve 
fficient  information  is  available 
ntained  in  Table  4-8."   P.  4-73. 


We  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  its  recommended  network  of 
reserves  and  to  conduct  the  necessary  inventories  and  studies 
to  determine  other  appropriate  reserve  areas  as  soon  as 
possible.   We  also  recommend  that  the  proposed  mitigation 
c^        measures  in  Table  4-8  for  those  forest  lands  which  are 

committed  to  harvest  also  be  implemented  fully  as  part  of  the 
managed  old  growth  plan. 

The  final  plan  document  should  thus  include  both  the 
reserve  system  and  the  harvest  land  mitigations  in  the  list  of 
"committed"  mitigations  present  in  the  draft.   Pp.  26-31.   The 
final  should  also  contain  more  information  about  the  components 
of  the  recommended  reserve  system,  and  Figure  4-3  should  be 
modified  to  show  how  much  old  growth  habitat  would  be  lost  and 
how  much  retained  under  the  managed  old  growth  plan  with  the 
recommended  old  growth  reserves. 

Our  other  concerns  about  the  draft  document  are 
admirably  detailed  in  the  letter  of  comment  submitted  to  you  by 
Mr.  Robert  Sutherland,  dated  15  November  1980.   Rather  than 
repeat  those  comments  here  in  summary  fashion,  we  hereby 
endorse  and  incorporate  by  reference  Mr.  Sutherland's  comments 
on  the  need  for  more  and  more  accurate  information  on  the 
effects  of  the  plan  and  alternatives  on  erosion  and  hence  soil 
productivity,  fisheries,  and  water  quality,  on  the  need  for 
enlargement  of  the  treatment  of  endangered  species,  and  on  the 
need  to  discuss  fully  a  monitoring  program.   We  also  join  Mr. 
Sutherland  in  expressing  our  appreciation  of  your  rejection  of 
aerial  spraying  of  herbicides. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  upon  the  SYU 
13  Plan  and  EIS.   We  sincerely  hope  that  you  will  adopt  the 
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November  22,    I960. 


To   Dean  Stepanek,      District     Manager:     Regarding  EIS   for  SYU  13 

As     a  forestry  workers'   collective  based     in     SYU  13,   we  of  New    Growth 
Forestry  Services     have  a    vital  concern  for  the  long  lasting  health  and  pro- 
ductivity of     the     publicly  owned     timber  lands  managed  by     the  BLM. 

The  proposed  timber  management     plan   and  the     suggested  "alternatives"  raise 
some   strong  questions  in  our  minds. 

The  EIS  considers  five     alternatives  to  the  proposed  ten  year  timber     harvest 
plan   in  the  48,000  plus  acres-ranging  from  intensive   "accelerated"   harvest  to   a 
supposed  "No  Action,"  to      a  managed  old     growth  plan.  Nowhere  in  the   alternatives 
however,    is   a     real  "no      action"   alternative  provided.  The  EIS  reports  that     the 
BLM's  continued     commitment  to     multiple     use     resource     management   and  enactment 
of     FLPMA,   renders  such   an   alternative   "not  viable." 

Among  other  reasons   given  for     the  alternatives  selected,     public  demand  for 
accelerated  harvest  was  noted     first.   However,   we  wish  to     point  out  that  clearly  not 
all  the  public   is   in  favor  of   accelerated     harvest.    In  fact,   the  EIS  on     page  3-59, 
and  3-60,    (in  contradiction?),    admits  many   are  concerned  that  resource  uses,    (i.e. 
logging  and     mining),   will  alter     the     land     in   such  away  that  »soils,  vegetation, 
wildlife,    and     primitive  recreation  values     will  be   Irreversibly  damaged. 

Does  not  this  concern  fit     in  with     the     Bureau's  expressed     purpose  of  managing 
public    lands   in   a  manner  cognizant  of  the   "Nation's  need?"  Why  then  is     not  the   alter- 
native of     no     removal  old  growth  considered? 

Various     tradeoffs  with  each   alternative  plan   are     weighed     throughout  the  EIS, 
yet  the  final  conclusions  on  overall   Impact     of  eachh  plan  is,   we  feel,   further  proof 
of     the  incompleteness  of  the     alternatives  provided  In  this     document. 


31-3 


Page  4-70  states  that  the  loss  of  old   growth  is    "essentially  irretrievable , ■ 
although  if  rotation  ware  extended    any  time   to  200  years  or  older,    the  old     growth 
forest     could  become   re-established.    None  of  the   alternatives  provides  for   such   a 
program.   Why  not? 

Is   it  not  the     BLM's     responsibility  to     manage   "prudently"   the  forests,   with 
an  eye  on  Insuring   a  diversity  of  wood  quality,    Including   "board"   lumber,    for  future 
generations? 

Each  plan  provides  for  the  eventual  cutting   and  conversion  of  the  existing  timber 
production  base  to     young  stands.   That   in   itself  can  have  far-reaching  ramifications 
not  explored  in  the  EIS.  The  utilization  of  smaller  logs   Involves  automated  milling 
procedures  which     produce   a  poor  quality  end  product-plywood,   preBsboard,   etc;   often 
eliminate  the     small  time  wood  product  producer;    and  further   cement   the  corporate 
conglomerates  into  positions  of  market  control.    Labor's  position  will  be   subject  to 
the  policies  of  but   a  few  timber     industry  employers,    and     lumber  quality  will   diir.inieh 
while   at  the  same  time  the  need     for  wood     replacements  will  grow. 

The  EIS  echoes  industry's  position  that  the  current  shortage  of     eArvestflble 
timber  on  private   lands  should  be   supplemented  through  the  harvesting  of  publicly 
owned  timber,   otherwise  production     will  decline,    and     employment  will  subsequently 
fall.   We  propose  that  stance  is     not  honest. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  high  quality  lumber  gleened  from  the  harvesting  of  old 
growth  reserves  will  not     meet  the     timber   industry's  need  for  smaller,   poor  quality 
logs  to     be  utilized  in  the  production  of  plywood,   laminated  lumber;   etc?  The  old 
growth  lumber,   due  to  its  high  quality  and  Increasing  unavailibility  will  undoubtedly 
be  marketed  at     a  high  price  as  expensive  siding,    and   it  will  fail  to  offset  the 
public's  demand  for  cheaper  wood     products.   Are     future  generations  expected  to  pay 
for  the  mismanagement  of  the  private  sector's  Inventories? 

We   also  wish  to     express  concern  on  the   issues  of  sedimentation   and  wildlife. 
The     loss  of  habitat  for   sensitive  endangered  or     threatened   species   cannot  be   taken 
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lightly.   Note  the  increasing  numbers  of  extinct   apeciea.  The  EIS  comments  that  with 
the  exception  of  the  managed  old  growth  option,    all  the  alternativea   including  the 
propoaed  action  will     result  in  a  "greatly  impoverished  habitat"  for  the  forest  de- 
pendent wildlife." 

This  la  unacceptable  to  ua,   particularly  in  light  of  the  fact  that     loss  of  this 
resource'   io  also   "irretrievable."  The  proposed  mitigation  measure  to  establish  large 
blockB  of  undisturbed     natural    and  old  growth  forest  la  a  atep  in  the  right  direction. 

The  impacta  to  the   aoil  from  both  road  conatruction     and  compaction  need  more 
mitigation.   The   "irretrievable"   losa,    whether  immediate  or  eventual,  of  7,000  plus 
tons  of  productive  forestland  should  not  be  left  open  to  possible  correction   at  the 
time  of  contract  negotiation.   This  does  not  guarantee  protection. 

In  conclusion,   New  Growth  recommends   a  more  intensive  management     program,    achieved 
through  long  term  contracts,    (three  to     five  years),    involving  multiple  management 
activities  such  as  treeplanting,   thinning,   eroaion  control,    and  road  maintenance. 
Such  a  long  range  program  latould  lower  contract  administrative  costs-hence  future  lumber 
pricea-and     could  inc  ude  provisions  for  guaranteed   survival    in  the  treeplanting  program. 

Finally,    we  would  like     to  urge   the  BLM  to  hold  off  on  harveating  old  growth  atanda. 
While   such  a  program  ::.ight  drop  production  levels  and  require     us  to   "bite  the  bullet,  ■ 
it  would     insure  that  the  timber  resources  will   remain  in  the  future   and  a  truly     sus- 
tained    yield  will      be   accomplished. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  comment  on  the  program. 

Sincerely, 


uACxU>,C«JH  . 

W1& 


COMMENT  LETTER  31.   New  Growth  Forest  Services,  Ukiah,  Ca. 


31-1   Issue:  No  action  alternative. 

In  the  case  of  a  Bureau- initiated  motion,  a  "no  action"  alternative 

Is  a  decision  to  do  nothing  different  than  what  ia  already  being 

done;  this  ia  not  a  "no  harvest"  alternative  (BLM  Manual  1792.44E8a(l)) . 

31-2   Issue:   No  removal  of  old-growth  alternative. 

Alternatives  are  alternate  ways,  means,  or  locations  to  achieve  the 
objectives  of  the  proposal,  with  the  exception  of  "no  action"  (BLM 
Manual  1792. 44E8).   The  "no  harvest"  alternative  was  deemed  unviable 
(see  response  to  Issue  34-1).   Similarly,  an  alternative  of  "no  har- 
vest of  old-growth  stands"  would  eliminate  any  timber  program  where 
stands  are  almost  all  mature  and  overmature  (Figure  3-1,  Page  3-18). 

31-3   Issue:   200-year  rotations. 

Considering  the  stand  structure  (Figure  3-1)  and  relatively  high 
costs  of  managing  scattered  lands,  an  overall  200-year  rotation 
would  not  meet  the  basic  objectives  of  the  proposal.   Current  con- 
straints of  nondeclining  evenflow  would  require  that  existing  volume 
be  carried  until  younger  stands  reach  rotation  age,  yielding  small 
returns. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  32.   Peter  Revotskie,  Miranda,  Ca. 


32-1     Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  33.   Frances  Madrone,  Miranda,  Ca. 


33~1   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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3ox    700 

Gnrbervllle,     CA.       95^0 

lioreBbnr    21,    19fi0 


DJ  strict    Manager 
Uklah   District   Office 
3ufeau    of    Land    Kanafre merit 
PO    3ox  9^0 
Uklah,    CA      95*4-82 

Dear    51n 

This  letter  Is  In  response  to  the  Draft  Timber  Management 
'nvlronmental  Impact  Statement  for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  !t   13. 
I'd  like  to  commend  the  Uklah  District  and  the  preparers  of  the 
statement  for  one  of  the  most  accurate  and  comprehensive  DEIs's 
that  I  have  seen.   And  though  I  find  much  to  support  and  agree 
with,  I  still  must  take  Issue  with  some  of  the  conclusions  and 
choices  made  In  the  Statement. 


s  (3-17.  3-22,  3-32) 
present  the  last  re- 
heir  respective1  areas, 
the  D2IS  and  realize 
across  such  a  large  area 
owth  in  the  region  save 
t  puts  the  enormity  of 
s  land  In  mind  boggling 
and  yet  to  be  discovered 
ty  seems  to  first  of  all 
might  have  its  highest 


"he  D'ilS  makes  It  plain  in  several  place 
that  many  of  the  3L!i  scattered  blocks  re 
malnlng  stands  of  old  growth  forest  in  t 
Uhen  T  look  at  the  map  which  accompanies 
that  these  few  handfulls  of  green  spread 
are  soon  to  be  the  only  remaining  old  gr 
for  a  smattering  of  redwood  parkland s,  1 
the  change  which  has  been  wrought  to  thl 
perspective.  Given  the  presently  known 
virtues  of  old-growth  forest,  its  scarci 
arcrue  that  all  such  land  which  BLM  holds 
use  in  preservation. 

Of  course  this  is  not  a  popular  argument  in  a  region  dependent 
upon  wooods  products  as  the  underpinning  of  its  economy.   And 
I  would  not  have  the  temerity  to  even  suggest  that  the  best  timber 
management  woiid  be  to  declare  all  such  scattered  parcels  as  Natural 
Areas  If  there  wqn't  an  economic  case  to  support  the  position. 

Economic  analysis  is  not  one  of  the  strong  points  of  the  DEIS. 
There  is  no  discussion  of  the  economic  basis  for  the  Proposed 
Action,  how  management  and  mitigfratlon  requirements  were  costed 
out,  how  Present  [let  Worth  was  calculated  (and  what  externalities 
were  included  I,  and  what  discount  rate  was  used  in  calculating  cost/ 
benefit  ratios. 

It  occurs  to  me  though,  even  lacking  this  information,  that  If  true 
cost/benefit  ratloa  were  done  on  Sustained  Yield  Unit*  #  13,  BLM 
would  find  Itself  In  a  position  of  sponsoring  a  host  of  deficit 
sales.   My  reasoning  for  this  is  as  follows.   Most  of  the  par- 
cels are  isolated,  unroaded,  have  legal  access  difficulties  and 
are  not  of  highest  site  quality.   The::e  factors  contribute  to 
hlch  site,  development  cost.   In  addition,  because  the  iilS  suggests 
the  necessity  for  substantial  preliminary  site  evaluation  (Geo- 
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technical  Inventories  for  roadintr,  wildlife  inventories,  cultural 
inventories  etc.),  extensive  mitigation  measures,  and  estenslve 
follow-up  and  monitoring,  the  t-rtnl  dime4"  costs  of  administering 
these  timber  sales  will  be  quire  hi^h,  reeling  many  of  them  mar- 
ginal, even  without  flo-urln.--  in  all  externalities, 

(A  study  by  Karen  Foster  of  the  University  of  Oregon  entitled 
"An  "conomic  Analysis  of  De-facto  ',/llderness  Areas  in  ""rlnlty 
National  Forest,"  publlahed  in  i960  by  the  Cascade  Holisite 
Economic  Council  indicates  that  at  a  discount  rate  of  7, '--which 
^8onoRl8£i55d  by  tho  <-'I":f'lc0  of  Budget  Canagement  —  that  the  most 

'  beneficial  use  of  the  roadless  areas  under  consider- 
ation In  every  case  Is  that  they  be  retained  in  wilderness.   Sim- 
ilar methodology  applied  to  the  scattered  f\orcels  of  SYU  13 
would  yield  interesting  results.) 

'./hen  weighed  against  the  fact  that  the  volume  of  timber  which  BLM 
land  will  produce  durln-  the  ten  year  period  of  the  D"I3  will  sup- 
port only  0,1'i-..'  of  t  hi";  regional  employment,  it  doesn't  seem  that 
a  deficit  sales  timber  program  is  a  warranted  propping  up  of  the 
economy  locally,   I  would  very  much  like  to  see  strong  evidence 
presented  In  the  final  EIS  which  can  assure  me  of  the  ecoenralc 
soundness  of  the  Timber  Hanai'irent  Prop-ram  for  SYU  13.   So  far  I  have 
not  been  convinced,  and  therefore  ny  first  position  with  regard 
to  the  draft  .JIS  is  fiat  I  favor  Ha veloomr-n t  of  the  non-existant 
alternative  of  no  timber  harvest  for  the  unit. 

Since  I  realize  that  my  chosen  alternative,  though  a  sound  one, 
)s  prohably  unrealistic  because  of  BLK's  timber  commitments  as 
mandated  by  various  congressional  acts,  as  a  back-up  position,  I  supp 
port  the  Managed  Old  Growth  Alternative  (with  some  modification). 

The  D5IS  makes  as  strong  a  case  for  the  old  Growth  Management 
Alternative  as  it  does  for  the  Proposed  Action,  though  it  rather 

!1Liit?cSAmTcc&?PfeJen'c,§sPogewg§w  *fi§i?wo°XS?erSati9e§>ian?f1'efiethe 
additional  watershed,  wildlife  and  regenerative  advantages  of  the 
Kanaired  Old  Growth  alternative,  there  is  no  real  choice  in  my  mind 
between  the  two. 

I  would  like,  however,  to  see  the  Nnnan-ed  Old  Growth  alternative 
expanded  or  modified  in  the  following  way3. 

1 )   Because  3LH  does  hold  some  of  the  last  available  old 
growth  In  the  Coastal  Douglas  Fir  region,  it  should 
increase  the  geographic  distribution  of  the  proposed 
Natural  Areas  and  work  actively  towards  evaluating 
34-9       which  of  its  remaining  old  orowth  tracts  qualify  for  ASSC 
status.   The  withdrawal  of  Gil  ham  Sutte*  from  the  timber 
base  is  to  be  commended,  but  it  was  done  not  only  on 
the  tracts  merits,  but  because  of  intense  political 
pressure,   '"he  district  should  identify  other  areas  of 
similar  value  beyond  the  10  so  designated  in  the  D2IS. 
As  an  example  of  additions,  I  would  like  to  see  the 
r'om  Lone  Creek  Parcel  added  to  the  proposed  Natural  Areas 
of  deslcnated  as  an  ASCC. 
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2)  Remove  Irush  Hountain  and  Elkhorn  Ridge  from  the  'i'lmber 
3nse  and  return  thorn  to  W3A  status.   With  acquisition  of 
the  adjoining  river  bottom  between  these  two  tsacts  the 
combined  unit  becomes  a  uorthy  wilderness  area  which 
has  direct  acces;;  from  a  major  national  highway,  ideal 
for  diversified  recreational  activities, 

3)  Ceotechnlcal  evaluation  should  be  a  site  by  site  requieite 
before  timber  sales  are  planned.   Areas  of  questionable 
stability  or  rnc-enerability  must  be  exclueded. 

There  are  a  variety  of  detailed  criticisms  that  I  hope  will  be 
brought  to  the  District's  attention  by  qualified  members  of  the 
public,  but  which  are  beyond  ray  area  of  knowledge.   I  have  only 
one  final  piece  of  input  to  add.   ''hrou^hout  the  DEI£  runs  the 
assumption  that  these  parcels  are  entirely  isolated.   This  is 
patently  untrue,   Kore  and  more  of  the  scattered  blocks  parcels 
under  3LH  management  have  resident  neighbors  who  are  heavily  im- 
pacted by  land  use  decisions.   This  is  occuring  with  increasing 
frequency  In  more  and  more  areas  of  the  Worthcoast.   An  outgrowth  of 
this  is  the  number  of  people  en^an-ed  in  small  scale  forestry  oper- 
ations for  their  livelihood,  makinc:  use  of  small  logging  equipment 
and  portable  mills.   Some  attention  to  this  class  of  economic  input 
should  be  paid  by  the  final  CIS.   In  some  cases,  salvage  and  harvest 
methods  as  practiced  by  these  alternative  forest  workers,  might  be 
more  appropriate  to  the  special  problems  of  the  RLM  scattered 
blocks  than  traditional  forestry  practices. 

I  look  forward  with  Interest  to  the  Issuance  of  the  final  EIS 
on  SYU  13. 

Sincerely, 


Douglas  Fir 


COMMENT  LETTER  34.   Douglaa  Fir,  Garberville,  Ca. 


34~1   Issue:   Economics. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (Sec.  102(a)(7) 
(12))  mandates  that  public  land  use  planning  and  management  be  on 
the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  unless  otherwise  spe- 
cified by  law.   The  Ukiah  District  Bureau  of  Land  Management  contains 
the  largest  timber  resource  on  public  land  in  the  State  of  California. 
Although  on  a  statewide  or  regional  comparative  basis  SYU  13 's  con- 
tribution is  small,  it  is  a  significant  resource  that  requires  sound 
management.   The  actual  significance  would  be  more  readily  appreciated 
at  the  local  mill  or  community  level.  Additionally,  consideration 
of  the  contribution  of  the  SYU  13  timber  program  should  be  placed  In 
a  perspective  of  cumulative  contributions. 


3i|-2   Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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November  22,  198Q 

CmZBTS  COMMITTK  TO  SAJ9 
OUR  PUP'  -C  LANDS 
,„.  4>.0.  BOX  1*71 

District  Hanager,  Ukiah  district  uffj.cs  '■/(LUTS.  ON.  »S490 

Buroau  of  Land  Hanagement 
P.O.  Box  9«0 
Ukiah,  CA  95482 

The  draft  E.I.S.  for  SYU  13  proposal  to   implement  a  management 
strategy  for  this  land  utilizing  the  earns  methods  of  "intensive  forestry" 
which  have  brought  privets  and  industrial  forest  lends  to  the  brink 
of  disaster. 

The  pisdictsd  30  year  gap  in  cuttsble  trees  on  privets  and  industrial 
forest  lands.  Mill  widen  to  a  groat  chasm  once  the  full  brunt  -  of  intens- 
ive forestry  has  been  felt  by  the  fores to  of  Northwestern  California . 

This  proposal  is  all  the  more  poignant,  when  you  read  that  area 
after  area  of  public  land  are  the  last  fragments  of  intact,  undisturbed 
ecosystem  in  watersheds  devestated  by  "intensive  forestry"  and  other 
euphemisms  for  the  "  cut  now  and  hope  wo  can  patch  it  up  later"  strategy 
of  modern  forestry. 

"intensive  forestry"  is  en  imaginary,  theoretical,  scheme  which 
has  yet  to  be  sucsseful  anywhere  in  Northwestern  Calif.   On  the  contrary, 
moat  intensive  forestry  experiments  have  so  far  been  near  failures, 
primarily  because  of  the  desire  of  foresters , driven  by  their  businessmen 
employers,  to  bend  ths  forest  to  fit  their  economic  and  biological 
misconceptions . 

This  near  lack  of  understending  of  the  complex  ecosystem  thst 
is  ths  forest  has  lead  to  such  riduculoue  schemes  as  oeriel  reforestation, 
and  the  planting  of  eucalyptus  ond  montsrey  pines . on  thousands  of  acres 
of  California  foreet  land.   Present  inteneive  forestry  schemes  are  the 
latest  brainchildren  of  the  same  institutions  which  brought  us-  ths 
obove,  now  discredited  forestry  practices. 

It  has  been  known  for  mors  than  100  yeare  that  the  proper  mix 
of  trea  and  shrub  species  can  spell  the  difference  between  health  and 
disss no  of  hardwoods  end  conifers  alike.   In  addition  logging  methods 
can  either  foster  disease  or  encourege  ite  spread-  a  concept  which  has 
already  been  shown  to  sxiat  in  the  forests  of  Europe  and  Australia. 

In  Australia,  a  shrub  specie,  eliminated  by  lagging,  was  found  to 
protect  an  important  timber  tree  from  a  deedly  fungus  dieease. 


35-1 


1 1(«  giuwiny  problem  of  Di»c«  main  root  Oiki*««  in  young,  kiCD'id 
growth  DDuylaD  fir  itindk  in  jicmon  Ittale  'oribl,  and  in  pnvulc  indust- 
rial lamis  in  Humboldt  county,  li  juut  one  of  e  growing  list  of  insects 
and  diniBBBD   to  plague  present  "intensive  forestry"  experiments  similar 
to  thoss  propoesd  in  thii  E.I.S. 

This  is  probebly  due, in  pert,  to  ths  fact  that  clear-cut,  ssed-trss, 
end  shsltsrwood  logging  invsribly  id  diiturbs  ths  ecoaytem  thet  diseees 
end  peete  held  in  check  by  e  complex,  and  stable  ecoaytem,  are  released, 
FLPHA  dDOB  not  require  the  logging  of  any  of  these  tracts,  contrary 
to  the  Desertion  in  the  E.I.S.,  The  mandate  to  manage  these  lends,  includ- 
es no  stipulation  thet  ell  forest  lenoa  must  be  logged. 

Nevertheless,  since  same  logging  seem  jineviteble,  the  only  present 
hope  for  success  is  e  cerefull  program  of  ell-age,  all  epecie  forest 
management-  empheaizing  small  group  selection  logging  methods.  Specie 
mix  should  mimic  those  in  existing  healthy  otanda. 

Inventory  methods  for  this  technique   ere  well  developed   end  easily 
end  economically  epplied.   Alt.  5  could  be  modified  to  include  these  idea* . 

However,  the  vast  majority  of  these  BLH  lands  in -weterehede 
thet  are  otherwise  logged  over  by  privete  end  industrial  owners,  should 
bs  carefully  protected.   Some   management  using  fire,  to  promote  reproduct- 
ion could  be  utilized. 

Such  tracts  could  serve  es  seed  sources  end  help  he si  the  landscape 
while  providing  a  piece  for  enimale  of  ell  kinds  to  live,  while  surrounding 
disturbed  areas  repair  themselves .   Such  a  designation  would  clearly 
comply  with  the  Mandate  of  FLPHA,  end  should  be  listed  se  a  viable 
alternative. 

Wouldn't  it  be  proper  it  BLH  did  something  to  protect  end  nurture 
the  life  forces  of  the  EARTH,  while  everyone  else  is  rushing  to  convert 
ell  the  beautiful  places  of  the  Earth  into  money? 

This  would  be  especially  appropriate  since  whether  these  londe  ere 
logged  or  not  would  have  virtually  no  impact  on  the  aurrounding  commun- 
ities* as  the  E.I.S.  do  clearly  documents. 


Sincerely  yours, 

David  Droll ,  Secretary,  Citizens 
Committee  to  Save  0,.r  Public  Lands  . 
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COMMENT  LETTER  35.   Citizens  Committee  to  Save  Our  Public  Lands, 
Willita,  Ca. 


35-1   Issue:   FLPMA  -  Mandate  to  log. 
See  response  to  Issue  34-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  36.   John  Jarnetin,  Garberville,  Ca. 


36-l   Issue:   Tom  Long  Creek. 

See  response  to  Issue  11-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  37.   Richard  Wood  Masai,  Carberville,  Ca. 


37"  1    Issue:   Tom  Long  Creek. 

See  response  to  Issue  11-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  38.   John  H.  Mordaunt ,  Garberville,  Ca. 


38-l   Issue:   Tom  Long  Creek. 

See  response  to  Issue  11-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  39.   Gerald  L.  Spellenberg,  Orangevale,  Ca. 


Issue:   Sale  of  unmanageable  lands. 

The  analysis  of  SYU  13 'a  timber  management  program  is  program 
specific.  Although  it  reflects  the  ongoing  land-use  planning 
process,  it  is  not  a  land-use  decision  vehicle.  As  elaborated 
on  Page  2-4,  this  environmental  impact  statement  is  a  tool  in 
the  decision-making  process.   Consequently,  proposals  for  land- 
use  allocation  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  statement. 


Issue:   Road  costs. 

Page  2-8  specifically  mentions  that  for  analysis  purposes,  a  10-year 

timber  management  plan  model  was  prepared  for  SYU  13.   As  the  term 
model  implies,  specifics  are  not  firm  at  this  time.  Ultimate  costs, 
route  selection,  and  the  model  sale  itself  are  subject  to  change. 


Issue:   Permanent  public  access-public  benefits. 

Specific  benefits  to  the  public  would  be  reflected  by  bringing  an 
area  of  highly  productive  forest  land  under  a  sound  forest  manage- 
ment program.   The  direction  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act  calls  for  management  of  the  public  lands  and  their  resources 
under  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  in  accord- 
ance with  developed  land-use  plans.   Developed  land-use  plans  for 
the  Scattered  Blocks  Planning  Unit,  as  mentioned  on  Page  2-4,  are 
not  complete. 


Issue:  Access  -  Mitigation  for  private  landowners. 

Site-specific  environmental  impacts  and  mitigations  for  access  are 
addressed  in  an  easement  justification  and  environmental  assessment 
written  prior  to  road  survey  and  access  acquisition.   Socioeconomic 
impacts  and  landowner  concerns  are  considered  in  the  easement  jus- 
tification, which  affects  route  selection.   The  Impacts  and  concerns 
are  also  considered  when  the  Bureau  negotiates  with  the  landowner. 


39-5    Issue:   Coordinated  planning.  Six  Rivers  National  Forest. 

Six  Rivers  National  Forest  was  contacted  regarding  the  proposed  access 
acquisition,  and  while  nothing  specific  has  yet  been  proposed  by  the 
Forest  Service  in  that  area,  they  could  use  the  road  for  their  own 
purposes. 

39-6    Issue:   Land  ownership. 

Due  to  the  small  scale  of  the  map,  one  small  portion  has  been  inad- 
vertently omitted. 

39~7    IsBue:   Easement  acquisition  procedures. 

Specific  procedures  regarding  access  acquisition  are  found  in  BLM 
Manual  2130,  and  appraisals  are  done  in  accordance  with  the  Uniform 
Appraisal  Standards  for  Federal  Land  Acquisition.   It  is  not  the 
intent  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  to  detail  such  procedures. 
Right-of-way  fences  and  cattleguards  may  be  installed  as  part  of  the 
easement  acquisition  agreement.  Damages  are  paid  to  compensate  the 
landowner  for  such  things  as  livestock  loss  and  potential  vandalism. 

39~8     Issue:   Road  maintenance. 

Guidelines  for  Bureau  actions  are  provided  through  an  elaborate 
manual  system  as  well  as  Federal  regulations  and  directions.   Stan- 
dards for  roads  are  found  in  BLM  Manual  9113. 
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May  3,  1976 
Harris,  Calif. 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Kanngenient 
W  Leslie  St, 
Hklah,   Calif. 


Dear  Sir, 


I  am  writing  concerning  a  parcel  of  BLM  land  to  which  I 
am  an  adjacent  landowner  and  resident  in  Harris.  This  piece, 
which  is  Id  Section  1fi  of  T5S,  H5*,  lies  across  the  Tom 
Long  Creek,  a  major  tributary  of  the  tost  Branch,  South  Fork  of 
the  Eel.  It  contains  the  only  stretch  of  virgin  oreekbad  left 
along  tV-  Ton  Long  in  tho  Harris  Voaley.  am'  Is  n  bare  100 
yards  upstren";  from  the  community  swimming  hole,  used  by  nearly 
30  year-round  valley  residents. 

At  issue  is  tha  large  adjoining  parcel  (WO  acres)  which  is 
owned  by  Mosonito  Inmeadlately  upstream  frou  the  BLU  piece. 
Maspnite  is  negotlatln::  to  sell  to  Willlson  Tlnbor  Co.  of  Fort 
Sewnrd,  wlio  v/ant  to  log   it  this  smcior. 

This  is  extremely  stoop  hillside  on  both  sides  of  the  creek 
there  are  slides  and  lo^lar.is  from  the  previouslogoilrig  (some  of 
which,  in  the  early  '60^.  trcsuasaud  mn|  cut,,  on  ■!!,!'  nrop-r-rty 
illegally).  Tho  watershed  is  just  b.  ginning  to  recover;  trout 
may  bo  seen  again,  and  the  siltage  and  erosion  off  t!:B  slopes  is 
easing.  It  would  be  a  tragedy  of  mismanagement  if  new  logging 
on  the  Masonlte  Parcel  upstream  trashed  the  unspoiled  BLM  creek- 
bod  of  the  Toe  Long,  and  undercut  the  banks  once  again  downstream. 

Is  there  any  \my   wo  neighboring  homeowners,  working  through 
the  service  of  BLK.  could  influence  Masonlte  either  to  not  cut 
along  the  cree'(  Mvs,  or  sell  Instead  to  JsLM  to  add  to  the  adjoining 
parcel,  or  to  the  valley  residonts  to  preserve? 

reelings  in  th;>  valley  on  this  parcel  have  run  high  for  a  long 
tine,  since  1969  when  trie  potetnlul  Point  Tleyss  exchange  was  being 
dlsoussed,  and  1972-3  when  Masonlte  was  unable  to  hire  a  local 
logger  in  the  face  o.*'  community  pressure. 

•  Please  help  us  save  this  one  last  stretch  of  undan.aged  creekbed. 
Any  help  would  bo  greatly  nppeclnted.  Thank  you. 


.Tared  K.  Hossman 

Box  72O 

Oarberville,  Ca.  (95¥tO) 


CALIFORNIA-  PACIFIC 
RESEARCH  ABBCCIATES 


RANDr.  H[RB[Rl.u, 
ALAN  M.  PATCHBDN. 
OTCPHLN  R.  WCR.  M  . 


f»  □     BO.  V.3 
DAVIS.  CA  95616 


November  20,  1980 


DlBtrict  Manager, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Ukiah  District  Office, 

P.O.  Box  9^0. 

Ukiah,   California  95842 

Dear  Sir, 

As  the  consultants  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  Class  I 
overview  of  historical  resources  in  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13,  we 
wish  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
Timber  Management  issued  in  September  1980. 

We  are  particularly  concerned,  as  professional  historians,  with  the 
treatment  of  cultural  resources  in  the  Draft  EIS.   In  general,  we 
endorse  the  systematic  efforts  of  the  Ukiah  District  Office  to 
define  and  evaluate  the  cultural  and  sociocultural  resources  of 
SYU  13.  The  discussion  of  those  resources  and  the  impact  the 
proposed  Timber  Management  Plan  will  have  on  them  indicates  a  . 
clear  recognition  of  their  value  and  of  their  fragility. 

Despite  the  Bureau's  general  commitment  to  the  protection,  so  far 
as  possible ,  of  the  cultural  resource  base ,  we  are  disturbed,  by  the 
following  statement  found  on  page  3-39  of  the  Draft  EIS,  under  the 
heading  "Historic  Site  Frequency  and  Distribution." 

In  northwestern  California,  the  historic  past  is  manifested 
•in  old  buildings  and  structures  that  are  standing  to 
this  day.  It  also  lies  buried  in  the  ground  in  an 
archaelogical  context,  Archeologists  are  becoming 
Increasingly  interested  in  the  excavation  of  such  sites. 
The  historic  past  for  this  portion  of  the  State  is  not 
well  documented.  Knowledge  of  the  day-to-day  activities 
of  the  early  settlers  awaits  future  archaeological 
investigation. 
The  historic  past  is  a  great  deal  more  than  certain  'old'  physical 
structures  or  remnants.   It  is  a  constantly  evolving  heritage  with 
social,  economic,  environmental  and  political  dimensions.   It  is 
manifested  in,  among  other  things,  the  progression  of  land  uses, 
community  development,  the  evolution  of  the  transportation  system 
and  the  changing  composition  and  character  of  the  population.  Since 
the  historic  past  Is  much  richer  and  more  subtle  than  mere  physical 
sites  and  artifacts,  its  exploration  and  interpretation  will  demand 
much  more  than  just  "future  archaeological  investigation. " 

The  unfortunately  narrow  definition  of  the  historic  past  and  the 
emphasis  given  to  archeology  in  the  interpretation  of  that  past 
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District  Manager,  Ukiah 
Papir  2 


leaves  the  role  of  historians  In  doubt.   We  believe  that  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  6hould  resolve  this  uncertainty  by 
making  clear  that  qualified  historians  will  be  involved  in  any 
interpretation  of  the  historic  past.  To  do  less  would  seriously 
compromise  the  Bureau ' s  efforts  to  identify  and  preserve  the  rich 
cultural  heritage  of  the  region. 

We  believe  that  in  the  preparation  of  the  Timber  Management  Plan 
for  SYU  13  the  Ukiah  District  has  shown  an  underlying  Bensititlty 
to  the  Importance  of  cultural  resources.   In  our  opinion,  the 
continued  involvement  of  historians  in  the  evaluation  of  the  historic 
past,  and  a  recognition  of  the  past  as  complex  and  constantly 
evolving,  will  contribute  to  the  success  of  the  Bureau's  cultural 
resource  program. 

Sincerely , 


Alan  H.  Paterson 
Rand  F.  Herbert 
■^     Stephen  R.  Wee 


COMMENT  LETTER  41.   California-Pacific  Research  Associates,  Davis,  Ca. 


11-1     Issue:   Historic  past. 

Representatives  of  the  Standards  Committee  of  the  Society  of  Profes- 
sional Archaeologists,  in  consultation  with  members  of  the  Society 
of  Historic  Archaeology,  are  presently  preparing  draft  guidelines 
for  historic  archaeological  research  and  preservation.   Hopefully, 
this  action  will  identify  the  minimal  qualifications  for  individuals 
approved  to  evaluate  historic  values.   Qualified  historic  archaeolog- 
ists must  have  appropriate  expertise  in  historic  research  and  archae- 
ological method  and  theory.   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  recognizes 
the  multicomponent  aspects  of  cultural  resource  management,  including 
that  of  history  in  all  of  its  dimensions.  There  are  presently  no 
historians  on  the  cultural  resource  management  staff  of  the  BLM  in 
California.  Historic  resources  will  be  accommodated  through  approved 
cultural  resource  management  memoranda  of  agreement.   It  is  important 
to  recognize  that  the  budget  process  affects  all  Bureau  programs. 
The  Bureau  will  ensure  that  significant  historic  resources  are 
seriously  considered  in  the  management  decisionmaking  process. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  «.   Dan  Crlbi,  Phillipaville,  Ca. 


42-l      Issue:   Gilham  Butte. 

See  response  to  Issue  7-1. 
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Louisiana-Pacific  Corporation 


PO  box  VA1 

Ukiah,  California  yvKi: 

707/46b  Dr.il 

November  25,  1980 


District  Manager 

Ukiah  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  940 

Ukiah,    California  95482 

Re:      Sustained  Yield  Unit   13  Timber  Management   Draft   EIS 

Dear   Sir: 

After  an   initial  look  at  your  draft   EIS  we  offer  the  following 
comments : 

1.  The   critical   issues   as   identified  are  misleading,    incomplete, 
and  are  prioritized  incorrectly.      Are   these   issues   and   their 
priority  simply  a  public  imput  numbers   game   from  the   scoping 
sessions,    or  do  these   issues   represent   the   conclusions   of  BLM's 
professional   land  management   staff  members? 

2.  Comments    received   from  the   Timber   Industry   are   incompletely 
summarized  and,    therefore,    do  not    reflect   all   the   information 
provided   in   scoping  sessions. 

3.  It   is   disturbing  to   read   that   BLM  feels   SYU  13  would  not 
provide   enough   timber   to   affect   sawmill   operations   or   employment. 

No  matter  what   figures  you  come  up  with   or  their  validity,    the 
impact   of  your  timber  management   is   important.      In  today's   age 
of  land  use   restrictions   and   lockup,    every  wise   use  of  our  natural 
resources   is   important  when   one    considers    the    total  needs   of  our 
north   coast   communities   and   the  nation.      To  say  our  percentage   is 
small    and,    therefore,    doesn't    really  matter   is    a   cop-out    and  non- 
professional. 

We  plan   to   offer  more   detailed   comments    In  the    future    and  hope 
your   final   EIS  will  be  more   reflective   of   the   true   issues    and 
values   associated   therewith. 


Sincerely, 


■^ 


Pete  Barnard 

Asst.    Resource   Manager 

PB:wd 


COMMENT  LETTER  43.   Louisiana  Pacific,  Ukiah,  Ca. 


43-l   Issue:  Critical  iBsues. 

The  critical  issues  and  their  priorities  were  identified  using  input 
from  the  BLM's  professional  staff  and  the  professional  staffs  of 
other  public  agencies,  industry,  unions,  environmental  groups,  and 
individuals.   Each  of  these  groups  prioritized  the  key  issues,  which 
were  analyzed  in  such  a  way  to  avoid  bias  because  of  differences 
among  the  groups. 

The  results  correlate  closely  with  concerns  expressed  during  many 
previous  land-use  planning  exercises  and  other  public  contacts. 

All  correspondence  and  minutes  of  the  scoping  sessions  are  on  file 
for  public  review. 

43_2  Issue:   Importance  of  SYU  13  timber  management  program. 

A  determination  of  actual  importance  of  the  timber  management  program 
is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  environmental  impact  statement.   Although 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  mandates  the  man- 
agement of  public  lands  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield,  the  management  of  the  resources  must  be  in  complete  agreement 
with  developed  land-use  plans.   Analysis  from  a  regional  perspective 
of  SYU  13's  timber  program  indicates  that  total  contribution  is  small; 
however,  this  does  not  indicate  the  importance  of  the  resource.   (See 
response  to  Issue  34-1.) 
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lendocino  County  Resource  Conservation  District 


■■HHHIHMaHHHyiMHBHHnHHBHM 

40b  ORCHARD  AVENUE    UK! AH .  CALIFORNIA  95482   PHONE  [707]  468-9223 

December  4,  1980 


District  Manager,  Ukiah  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
555  Leslie  Street 
Ukiah,  CA  95482 

Dear  Sir: 

RE:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Sustain  Yield  Unit  13 

The  attached  comments  were  forwarded  to  the  District  from  the  Soil  Conserva- 
tion Service. 

Please  review  them  as  constructive  comments  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 


Sincerely, 


C^jscw^^ 


Richard  E.    Jacobseri 
Chairman,   Board  of  Directors 
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45-6 


Are  they  implying  soil  ijs  bare  after  timber  harvest? 
Our  data  doesn't  show  that. 


For  how  long?    This  will  vary  with  moisture  regime. 


The  whole  road  bank  is  not  eroding.   On  steep  slopes,  the  majority 
of  the  road  bank  surface  is  exposed  rock  which  does  not  erode. 


Few  if  any  in  this  area  are  sandy. 

Are  "robust"  and  "extremely  fragile"  defined  technical  terms? 


The  SCS  is  currently  mapping  approximately  42  different  forest  soils 
in  Mendocino  County. 


Field  work  in  Western  Mendocino  County  will  be  finished  in  late  1983. 
Field  work  for  Eastern  Mendocino  County  will  be  finished  in  ^c    l  S5  *  . 


Figures  on  Table  3-8  seem  to  be  off  compared  to  "Mendocino  County 
Resource  Conservation  District  Long  Range  Development  Program". 
Please  contact  Brian  Furman,  SCS  Field  Office,  Ukiah,  for  correct 
figures . 


Or  the  soil  particle  may  be  stabilized  by  vegetation  and  may  never 
reach  the  stream. 


/|C_7  I  10   How  did  you  determine  these  erosion  figures? 


45-8 


11    787.  of  erosion  will  come  from  the  harvest  area?   The  first  line  under 
Road  Construction  and  Maintenance  (pg  4-2)  seems  to  contradict  this. 


45-9  | 


12  Depends  on  logging  system  used. 

13  Surface  soil  temperature . 


14    Soil  surface  temperatures,  soil  temperature  is  measured  at  50cm, 
below  the  depth  of  daily  flux. 


45-10 

45-11 
45-12 

45-13 


15    Depends  on  type  of  yarding  and  slope. 


16   Questionable  figures. 


17   Depends  on  site  prep.  used. 


18   For  entire  rotation? 


19  Any  vegetation  over  25'  does  not  effect  raindrop  impact.   A  raindrop 
with  the  highest  kinetic  energy  reaches  terminal  velocity  at  25  feet. 
That  is,  the  height  of  vegetation  over  25  feet  does  not  afford  greater 
surface  protection. 

20  See  revised  General  Soils  Map  and  attachment  for  soils  and  General 
Soils  Map  of  Eastern  Mendocino  County  please  contact  Roy  Bowman,  SCS, 
Ukiah  Soil  Survey  Office,  Ukiah. 
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PAGE  3-3: 

In  the  natural  und  1st urbed  forest,  bare  soil  Is  relatively  rare,  especially 
under  the  humid  coastal  climate.   However,  once  soil  is  bare,  it  tends  to 
erode  and  has  a  high  to  very  high  erosion  hazard.   Vegetation  establishment  is 
discouraged  and  much  of  the  soil  remains  bare  and  susceptible  to  further 
erosion.   Actively  eroding  areas,  such  as  road  banks,  landslide  scarps,  and 

gullies,  tend  to  remain  bare. 


Since  forest  soils  are  steep,  gravity  is  an  important  source  of  eroslonal 
energy.   Sandy  soil  under  dry  conditions  can  move  downhill  under  the  force  of 
gravity  alone.   When  the  soils  are  saturated,  soil  creep  may  occur,  culminating 
in  landslides.   Because  soils  are  commonly  uneven,  flowing  water  is  quickly 
channeled  into  rills  and  gullies.   As  a  result,  eroded  material  includes  a 
large  proportion  of  the  less  fertile  subsoils  and  parent  materials  (Rice  1979a), 

Forested  sites  within  SYU  13  range  from  robust  to  extremely  fragile  and 
from  areas  of  rapid  recovery  to  those  slow  to  recover  (Rice  1979a) .   The 
timber  production  capability  classification  (TPCC)  inventory  eliminated  major 
soil  areas  from  the  productive  timber  base  that  are  marginal  for  timber 
production  and  slow  to  recover.   These  included  serpentine  soils,  shallow 
soils,  and  known  unstable  soil  areas.   The  remaining  soils  are  productive, 
fertile,  and  capable  of  sustained  timber  yield  and  are  considered  in  this 
environmental  impact  statement. 

Map  3-1  is  a  general  soils  map  of  SYU  13.   The  information  for  Mendocino 
County  is  from  an  intensive  soil  survey  currently  being  done  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  (SCS) .   Because  the  same  information  is  not  available  for 
Humboldt  County,  there  are  dissimilarities  on  the  map  between  the  two  counties. 
The  SCS  is  currently  mapping  23  different  forest  soils  in  Mendocino  County 


(6) 

with  the  possibility  oi  finding  additional  soils  as  mapping  progresses.   The 
(7)   SCS  will  complete  the  soil  surveys  for  Mendocino  County  in  1980  and  Trinity 

County  in  1981. 
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Soil  particles  detached  during  a  hillside  mass  movement  or  other  erosion 
process  may  or  may  not  be  transported  immediately  to  a  stream  or  ocean.   Most 
often  they  are  moved  only  part  way  down  the  hill,  where  they  are  deposited. 
(9)   They  may  be  picked  up  by  a  subsequent  storm  and  moved  further.   This  sequence 
may  be  repeated  a  few  or  many  times  before  the  particle  reaches  a  stream  and 
becomes  sediment  (Dodge  et  al.  1976) .   A  study  of  Casper  Creek  Watershed  (Rice 
et  al.  1979)  indicated  that  about  22  percent  of  the  eroded  material  had  left 
the  watershed. 
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An  estimated  57  miles  of  new  road  construction  and  94  miles  of  reconstruc- 
tion would  be  necessary  under  the  proposed  action.   Approximately  half  of  the 
construction  and  reconstruction  would  be  on  ridgetops.   The  remainder  would  be 
mostly  on  midslopes,  witli  only  minor  amounts  of  lower  slope  or  valley  road 
disturbance.   The  erosion  rate  for  the  undisturbed  or  natural  lands  in  SYU  13 

(10)  is  approximately  1  ton  pur  acre  per  year.   Road  construction  would  increase 
this  to  from  5  to  49  tons  per  acre  per  year  on  the  disturbed  areas.   Construc- 
tion of  the  proposed  logging  roads  would  increase  erosion  on  the  road  right- 
of-way  to  as  much  as  465  tons  per  mile  (Table  4-1)  (Rice  1979b).   Approximately 

(11)  22  percent  of  the  total  erosion  would  come  from  the  road  network,  while  the 
rest  would  come  from  the  harvest  area. 


SHELTERWOOD  CUTTING 

Compared  to  clearcutting,  the  two-stage  shelterwood  silvlcultural  system, 
which  leaves  an  overstory  of  between  30  and  50  percent  canopy  cover,  would 

(12)  have  a  beneficial  Impact  on  soil  moisture  and  temperature.   Compared  to  no 
disturbance,  there  would  be  adverse  impacts.   Available  research  literature 
indicates  soil  moisture  is  the  most  limiting  factor  in  the  survival  and 
growth  rate  of  seedlings  on  most  sails  (Hallin  1967).   Loss  of  soil  moisture 
is  through  evapotranspiratlon  by  plants  and  direct  evaporation  from  the  soil 
surface.   Factors  involved  in  the  rate  of  evaporation  are  influenced  by  soil 
surface  temperature,  solar  radiation,  humidity,  and  wind.   Studies  also 
indicate  soil  moisture  is  consistently  higher  in  clearcut  units  than  in 
partial  cut  or  uncut  control  units.   Although  moisture  in  the  entire  soil 
profile  is  adequate  for  established  fir,  under  clearcut  conditions  the  soil 
moisture  in  the  surface  8  inches  (the  planting  depth  of  2-year  old  bare  root 
stock  that  has  not  been  transplanted)  may  be  less  than  necessary  for  seedling 
survival. 

Other  studies  on  soil  temperatures  found  that  deerbrush  2  feet  high  and 

(13)  2  feet  across  reduced  soil  temperatures  by  at  least  50°F.   Depending  on  the 

(14)  influence  of  elevation,  slope,  aspect,  shade,  and  time  of  day,  soil  temperatures 
may  reach  or  exceed  180°F.   Lethal  temperatures  to  emergent  seedlings  varied 
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Present  erosion  rates  on  these  undisturbed  lands  are  .6  to  1.2  tons  per 
(15)   acre  per  year  (Table  4-2) .   Yarding  would  Increase  erosion  rates  to  from  3.0 
to  8.0  tons  per  acre  per  year. 
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Table  4-2 
estimated  average  tons  per  acre  of  erosion 

UNLOGGE1)  AND  LOGGED  AREAS 


(16) 


SLOPE 

35% 

35-70% 

70% 

.6 

1.0 

1.2 

3.0 

4.0 

4.8 

8.0 

— 

— 

(17) 


O 


Unlogged 

Logged 

Cable 
Tractor 


PLANTING 

The  planting  of  poorly  stocked  or  nonstocked  logged  areas,  site  conversion 
areas,  and  timber  stand  improvement  (TSI)  areas  would  reduce  long-term  erosion 
and  sediment.   An  increase  in  ground  cover  (living  or  dead  plant  materials) 
would  reduce  raindrop  impact  erosion,  overland  water  flow,  and  dry  raveling 
(Dodge  et  al.  1976) . 


Table  4-3 
total  tons  of  erosion  by  slope  class  and  yarding  system 

(Based  on  4  years  for  sites  to  return  to  prelogging  erosion) 


(18) 


SLOPE 
35%       35-70%     70% 


Cable 
Tractor 


19,215     8.310 


24,405 


(19) 
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Compared  to  the  other  alternatives  and  the  proposal,  the  managed  old- 
growth  alternative  would  cause  the  least  erosion.   By  leaving  mature  trees, 
snags,  down  logs,  and  slash  in  place  in  yarding  areas,  the  forest  floor  would 
be  protected  from  raindrop  impact  and  overland  flow.   The  old-growth  alternative 
would  result  in  about  a  15  percent  decrease  in  erosion  rates. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  45.   USDA,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Ukiah,  Ca. 


Issue:   Ground  cover. 

Timber  harvest  and  road  construction  will  leave  areas  of  bare  soil 
(uncovered  by  litter  or  vegetation).   The  percent  of  bare  soil  will 
vary.   Hauge  et  al.  (1979)  refers  to  19  percent  bare  ground,  and  a 
district  study  (USDI,  BLM  1979b)  shows  up  to  25  percent  bare  ground 
left  as  a  result  of  timber  management  activities.   However,  the  pro- 
posed shelterwood  harvest  system  would  leave  much  less  bare  ground. 


Issue:   Revegetation. 

Actual  revegetation  time  will  vary  and  depend  on  the  moisture  and 
temperature  regime.   Some  road  banks  have  been  bare  for  many  years. 


Issue:   Erosion  -  road  banks. 

The  amount  of  exposed  rock  will  vary,  depending  on  the  height  of 
the  road  cut  and  soil  material. 


Issue:   Sandy  soil. 

Although  there  are  few  sandy  soils,  the  statement  is  still  correct. 

Terminology  clarification. 

In  accordance  with  specific  direction  from  40  CFR  1500.4(d),  the 
intent  is  to  promote  via  the  NEPA  process  an  understanding  of  ad- 
verse and  beneficial  impacts  of  a  proposal.   The  terms  "robust" 
and  "extremely  fragile,"  while  not  technical,  promote  understanding. 

Issue:   Table  3-8,  Nonforest  Lands. 

The  figures  presented  in  Table  3-8  represent  the  best  available  in- 
formation at  the  time  the  draft  analysis  was  prepared.   It  is  re- 
cognized that  land-use  allocation  is  not  a  static  process  and  that 
the  acreages  listed  continually  change.   However,  to  allow  analysis 
of  potential  impacts  on  a  meaningful  basis,  the  data  base  for  the 
analysis  was  necessarily  limited  to  a  given  point  in  time.   Any 
further  planning  efforts  will  reflect  the  most  current  information 
available. 
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Hj~7       Issue:   Erosion. 

The  erosion  estimates  are  based  on  research  plot  data  (Dodge  et'  al. 
1976,  Hauge  1977,  Rice  1979a  and  1979b,  USDA  1970  and  1972,  and 
others).   In  addition,  there  were  personal  communications  with  per- 
sonnel from  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

£|5~8   Issue:   Erosion. 

The  first  line  under  Road  Construction  and  Maintenance  (Page  4-2) 
is  a  general  statement  about  road  construction  in  Northern  California. 
Many  roads  were  constructed  years  ago  without  considering  the  mag- 
nitude and  significance  of  erosion.  With  mitigation,  such  as  geo- 
technical  Investigation  and  application  of  conventional  engineering 
measures,  impacts  from  road  construction  can  be  reduced.   Thus,  a 
higher  percent  of  erosion  will  come  from  the  harvest  area.  However, 
with  22  percent  of  the  erosion  coming  from  about  5  percent  of  the 
area  disturbed  by  timber  harvest,  road  construction  is  a  major  source 
of  erosion. 

45~9   Issue:   Soil  temperature. 

Yes,  "reduced  soil  temperatures"  refers  to  surface  soil  temperature. 

45""10  Issue:   Erosion. 

See  response  to  Issue  45-7. 

£(5-11  Issue:   Erosion. 

The  erosion  in  Table  4-3  Is  only  for  the  10-year  period  of  the  Timber 
Management  Plan. 

'l5"12   Issue:  Erosion. 

Although  the  mature  trees  are  over  25  feet  in  height,  they  will 
provide  some  protection  from  raindrop  impact  because  of  foliage 
interception  and  stem  flow. 

45-13  Issue:   Soils. 

The  General  Soils  Map  (Map  3-1)  was  prepared  using  the  best  available 
Information.  The  Bureau  recognizes  that  as  the  detailed  soil  mapping 
of  the  county  gets  closer  to  completion,  the  preliminary  map  will  change 


J'  A.1!  .Jij  MALATO 
P.O.  Box  35 
Fhillipsville,  CalifornU 


95' 


November  19,  19^0 


district  ','anar'cr 

Ukiah  District  OfTice 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanarement 

P.O.  Box  9^0 

Ukiah,  California  9543? 

P"ar  Sir: 

I  overwhelmingly  supnort  your  decision  to  remove  Gilham 
i|6"l  I  Butte  from  the  timber  production  base,  as  outlined  in  your 
'Draft  Timber  ?'nnnr"irient  "nvironmpntal  Impact  rtat^ment  for 
TYU  13.   I  would  urge  that  this  decision  be  finalized. 

The  discussion  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  louring  in  this 
document  in  basically  excellent,  and  Derm  Stepanek  and  his  staff 
ar°  to  be  highly  commanded  for  a  thorough  and  farsi,\.hted  study, 
sensitive  to  the  earth  and  its  inhabitants. 

However,  I  believe  th'  f.'anared  Old-Growth  Alternative  should 

be  adopted  for  SYU  13  instead  of  the  Proposed  Action;  the  Managed 

01'.' -Growth  Alternative  »-ould  cause  15;'  less  erosion,  add  the 
least  amount  of  sediment  to  our  north  coast  streams,  produce  more 
water,  and  would  provide  the  most  benefits  to  wildlife.   The 
benefits  gained  far  outweigh  the  initial  increased  timber  gained 
in  the  Proposed  Action. 

Because  of  the   rarity  of  old  growth  Douglas  fir  ecosystems 
in  tie  United  States,  your  decision  to  preserve  Gilham  Butte 
as  an  old  growth  reserve  is  crucial,  nnd  I  would  urge  the 
establishment  of  the  other  18  scattered  parcels  as  old  growth 
reserves. 

Again,  as  a  neighbor  of  Gilham  Butte,  I  am  heartened  that  the 
BUI  carefully  listened  "hen  we  asked  for  positive  management 
alternatives.   Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

'•  a  ■-,-■,  ';)(-*&// 

Jennnio   i:nlato 
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COMMENT  LETTER  46.      Jeannie  Malato,   Phillipsville,    Ca. 


46-l  Issue:      Gilliam  Butte. 

See  response   to   Issue   7-1. 


P.O.    Box   401+ 
Garbervllle,    Ca.    95^0 
November   23,    lg8o 


District   Manager 

Ukiah  District  Office 

Bureau   of   Land   Management 

P.O.    Box  9lj.O 

Ukiah,    California      §51^82 


Dear    Sirs; 


I  am  wrlteing  to  you  to  express  my  support  for  your  Draft  Timber 
Management  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  a  10  year  timber  management 
plan  of  sustained  yeild  Unit  13  --  lj.8,682  acres  in  Humbolt  Mendocino, 
Trinity,  and  Sonoma  counties. 

From  what  I  have  seen  this  Is  a  most  Impressive  and  comprehensive 
document.  The  proposed  exclusion  of  Gilham  Butte  from  the  timber 
production  base,  has  relieved  many  of  my  fears  for  what  could  nave 
been  a  potential  ecological  disaster,  resulting  from  over-harvesting 
and  mudslides.  There  is  a  fragile  ecological  balance  on  this  particular 
Butte  as  it  contains  an  old-goowth  Douglas"Flr  Forest,  and  also  because 
it  is  a  habitat  of  certain  wildlife  species  associated  witn  old-zrowtn 
Douglas  Fir  forests.  Also  I  believe  that  had  intensive  logging  practices 
occured  on  Gilham  Butte  tnere  would  be  severe  watershed  destruction. 

On  Gilham  Bitte  it  has  been  noted  that  tnere  excedingly  beautiful 
flora  and  fauna,  and  also  unusual  wildlife  species,  such  as  the  wild 
Bora  that  have  been  seen  there  recently, many  Deer,  Beaver,  Hacoon, hawks, 
Eagles,  Mountain  Lion,  Bobcat,  and  various  other  species. 

I  wanted  to  say  again  that  I  overwhelmingly  support  your  Draft  Timber 
(.ianagement  Environmental  Ira;, act  Statement  for  said  [^jOCc  acres  and 
hope  to  see  continued  effort  toward  positive  management  alternatives 
while  still  haveing  sustained  Yeild. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 


Yours    Truly, 


^/, 


ma 


iQakm 
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PLY  »EFE1  TO  : 


L7619 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

DRAWER  N—  1111   SECOND  STREET 

CRESCENT  CITY,  CALIFORNIA  95511 

December  3,  1980 


Dean  Stepanek 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Uklah  District  Office 

P.  0.  Box  940,  555  Leslie  Street 

Uklah,  California  95482 

Dear  Mr.  Stepanek: 

We  recently  received  the  Draft  Timber  Management  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13,  located  in  northwestern  California.   Our 
comments  on  this  draft  EIS  may  be  divided  into  two  distinct  categories: 
(1)   proposed  land  management  activities  within  the  Redwood  Creek  basin  up- 
stream from  Redwood  National  Park  and  (2)  specific  timber  harvesting  and 
road  construction  specifications  outlined  as  mitigations  and  timber  manage- 
ment parameters  to  be  utilized  during  silvicultural  and  related  operations 
on  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13. 

The  Congress,  in  establishing  Redwood  National  Park  in  1968,  had  not  antici- 
pated the  magnitude  of  adverse  impacts  that  ultimately  occurred  as  a  result 
of  continued  logging  in  watersheds  upstream  from  park  lands.   To  rectify 
this  oversight,  P.L.  95-250,  enacted  in  March  1978,  enlarged  the  park  by  some 
48,000  acres,  and  provided  for  a  30,000  acre  Park  Protection  Zone.   Within 
this  protection  zone  our  staff  continues  to  carefully  review  possible  impacts 
of  continued  timber  harvesting  and  road  building  upon  the  downstream  aquatic 
and  riparian  resources  of  Redwood  National  Park.   In  addition,  U.  S.  Geologi- 
cal studies  and  National  Park  Service  research  are  being  conducted  to  deline- 
ate major  basin-wide  sources  of  sediment  and  to  identify  those  land  use 
practices  and  natural  processes  which  continue  to  result  in  degradation  of 
downstream  park  resources.   As  you  are  aware,  P.L.  95-250  and  its  associated 
legislative  history  places  great  emphasis  on  the  protection  of  existing  park 
resources  from  the  adverse  consequences  of  timbering  on  adjacent  lands 
within  the  Redwood  Creek  watershed. 

From  the  moment  of  the  park's  creation  in  1968,  timber  harvesting  and  road 
construction  disturbances,  combined  with  natural  processes,  posed  imminent 
threats  of  substantial  damage  to  valued  park  resources.   Recent  interactions 
between  inherently  unstable,  highly  erodible  hillslopes,  exceptionally 
severe  storms,  and  major  landscape  changes  brought  about  through  intensified 
land  use  practices  have  caused  Redwood  Creek  and  many  of  its  major  tributar- 
ies to  transport  far  more  sediment  than  natural.   Logging  practices 


themselves  have  greatly  accelerated  the  erosional  process.   For  example, 
studies  undertaken  by  the  U.  S.  Ceological  Survey  have  shown  that  logging, 
road  construction  and  timber  harvest  practices  have  Increased  the  suspended 
sediment  load  by  a  factor  of  17  in  drainage  basins  that  were  heavily  logged, 
as  compared  to  unlogged  areas. 

Professional  studies  currently  being  conducted  by  National  Park  Service 
geologists  and  hydrologists  have  revealed  that  the  major  tributaries  to 
Redwood  Creek,  located  within  the  30,000  acre  park  protection  zone  immediately 
upstream  from  Redwood  National  Park,  contain  the  most  erosive  and  unstable 
slopes  and  stream  channels  within  the  basin.   Hillslope  erosion  and  major 
streamside  landsliding  within  the  Lacks  Creek  watershed,  as  well  as  other 
tributaries,  are  directly  associated  with  road  construction  practices  and 
land  use  activities  which  have  been  conducted  in  these  areas.   Similar 
studies  have  revealed  systematic  long  term  changes  occurring  throughout  the 
Redwood  Creek  watershed  as  a  direct  result  of  those  land  use  practices. 
Landsliding,  filling  and  widening  of  stream  beds,  erosion  of  stream  banks, 
damage  to  streamside  vegetation,  and  overall  degradation  of  natural  aquatic 
ecosystems  have  been  documented.   Primarily  as  a  consequence  of  their  loca- 
tion, National  Park  lands  situated  at  the  bottom  of  the  Redwood  Creek  water- 
shed, have  been  exposed  to  the  continuing  impacts  of  timber  harvest  in  the 
upstream,  240  square  miles  of  the  Redwood  Creek  basin  which  remains  open  to 
logging. 
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In  keeping  with  Congressional  concern  over  continued  intensive  land  use 
practices  within  the  Redwood  Creek  basin  and  their  potential  impact  on  the 
resources  of  Redwood  National  Park,  P.L.  95-250  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  where  appropriate,  to  manage 
additional  federal  lands  within  the  hydrographic  basin  of  Redwood  Creek  in  a 
manner  which  will  minimize  sedimentation  which  could  affect  the  park.   Federal 
lands  are  to  be  managed,  according  to  P.L.  95-250,  Section  101(a)(6),  in 
coordination  with  plans  for  sediment  management  within  the  basin  (such  overall 
basin-wide  sediment  management  plans  will  be  a  direct  outcome  of  research  now 
being  done  on  private  and  public  lands  upstream  from  the  park).   Finally,  as 
a  part  of  the  same  subsection,  Congress  directed  the  Secretary  to  initiate 
and  implement  a  program  for  the  rehabilitation  of  areas  within  and  upstream 
from  the  park  contributing  significant  sedimentation  because  of  past  logging 
disturbances  and  road  conditions. 

Watershed  rehabilitation  and  erosion  control  projects  within  the  48,000  acre 
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18-1 


43-2 


addition  to  Redwood  National  Park  have  been  underway  for  three  years.   Several 
thousand  acres  have  been  intensively  treated  to  control  accelerated  erosion 
problems.   It  is  expected  that  within  the  next  several  years  rehabilitation 
efforts  will  be  directed  towards  private  lands  within  the  Park  Protection  Zone 
and  in  upstream  areas  where  such  work  may  significantly  reduce  accelerated 
erosion  rates  which  have  resulted  from  past  land  use  practices.   In  conjunction 
with  this  effort  continuing  studies  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  National 
Park  Service  scientists  are  being  conducted  on  these  private  lands  which  will 
help  direct  the  location  and  intensity  of  future  rehabilitation  activities. 
The  identification  of  areas  prone  to  mass  movement  and  other  accelerated 
erosional  processes  will  enable  our  staff  to  better  deal  with  proposed  land  use 
practices  on  private  lands  which  could  adversely  impact  the  downstream 
resources  of  the  park. 


In  light  of  Congressional  concerns,  Mr.  L 
the  Ukiah  District  Office  of  the  Bureau  o 
timber  sales  within  the  Redwood  Creek  bas 
cussions  with  Mr.  Tom  Schott,  BLM  Foreste 
District  Manager,  we  requested  a  ten  year 
road  construction  on  public  lands  managed 
Redwood  Creek  basin.  Specifically,  these 
Creek  drainage  (lloopa  Mountain  Sale  Unit) 
Unit).  This  deferral  would  delay  any  put 
timber  sale  activities  while  allowing  the 
Park  Service  to  better  evaluate  the  poten 
ing  and  road  construction  in  these  highly 


Lee  Purkerson  of  my  staff  contacted 
f  Land  Management  regarding  proposed 
in  in  March  1980.   During  these  dis- 
,  and  Mr.  Edwin  G.  Katlas,  Assistant 
deferral  of  timber  harvesting  and 
by  the  BLM  and  located  within  the 
consisted  of  areas  within  the  Lacks 
and  in  upstream  areas  (Board  Camp  Sale 
entlal  erosional  impacts  of  proposed 

U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  National 
tial  impact  of  proposed  timber  harvest- 
erosive  areas. 


Correspondence  dated  March  2 
indicated  concurrence  and  ag 
timber  harvesting  and  road 
basin.   We  believe  the  final 
ment  within  Sustained  Yield 
the  early  1990's  both  the  Na 
ment  will  be  better  able 
associated  with  timber  sales 
Park.   In  addition  to  the  po 
major  climatic  events  which 
influence  the  advisability 


1,  1980  from  your  Mr.  Edwin  G.  Katlas  of  your  office, 
reement  with  the  proposed  ten  year  deferral  from 
onstruction  on  BLM  lands  within  the  Redwood  Creek 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Timber  Manage- 
Unit  13  should  formally  address  this  agreement.   By 

ional  Park  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
evaluate  the  potential  benefits  and  adverse  Impacts 

on  public  lands  upstream  from  Redwood  National 
tential  impacts  of  the  proposed  land  use  activities, 
could  occur  during  the  coming  decade  will  also 
f  pursuing  active  land  management  in  this  area. 


In  addition  to  our  concern  fur  lands  within  the  Redwood  Creek  watershed,  listed 
below  are  our  comments  regarding  specific  aspects  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  Sustained  Yield  Unit  13: 

1.   Map  2-2,  contained  in  the  leaf  at  the  end  of  the  report,  shows  the  north- 
eastern boundary  of  Redwood  National  Park  as  falling  well  within  the  Klamath 
River  drainage  basin.   This  boundary  is  Incorrectly  shown  and  instead  follows 
much  more  closely  the  Bald  Hills  Road  shown  immediately  to  the  southwest. 
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2.   Discussions  on  page  2-12  indicate  Chat  spur  roads  are  to  be  physically 
blocked  to  prevent  unauthorized  use  following  timber  harvesting.   We  have  found 
that  blockage  of  such  roads,  especially  IE  they  contain  permanent  drainage 
structures  (culverts),  can  lead  to  accelerated  erosion  due  to  a  lack  of  road 
maintenance  following  winter  storm  periods.   The  draft  EIS  Indicates  that  such 
spurs  will  not  be  maintained  until  the  next  stand  entry.   Rehabilitation  work 
within  Redwood  National  Park  has  shown  that  the  removal  of  such  drainage 
structures  upon  the  completion  of  timber  operations  can  prevent  major  erosional 
problems  from  developing  between  harvest  rotations.   Such  culvert  removal  con- 
sists of  the  complete  excavation  of  road  fill  from  ephemeral,  intermittent  and 
perennial  stream  channels  which  have  been  crossed  by  temporary  roads.   In 
addition,  we  recommend  to  private  landowners  within  the  Redwood  Creek  basin  that 
temporary  bridges  such  as  flatcars  or  log  stringer  bridges  be  utilized  in  place 
of  culverts  and  inorganic  fill  where  such  a  structure  is  physically  feasible. 
When  the  second  rotation  period  comes  around,  drainage  structures  may  then  be 
reinstalled  along  the  road  alignment  while  the  road  between  such  structures 
will  have  remained  virtually  intact  during  the  intervening  period. 

1.   With  respect  to  the  design  of  drainage  structures  during  road  construction, 
the  proposed  timber  management  parameters  beginning  on  page  2-12  of  the  EIS  do 
not  address  what  magnitude  and  return  period  rainfall  rate  culvert  structures 
will  be  designed  to  accommodate.   Also  In  accordance  with  these  concerns,  we 
believe  that  in  many  cases  sound  land  management  must  consider  the  beneficial 
environmental  considerations  associated  with  the  installation  of  permanent  and 
temporary  bridges  as  opposed  to  culverted,  filled  crossings.   Forest  practice 
regulations  In  the  State  of  California  specify  culvert  sizing  to  accommodate  25 
year  runoff  events.   In  areas  of  especially  heavy  rainfall,  such  as  exist  along 
many  northern  California  mountains,  we  believe  drainage  structures  should  be 
designed  to  accommodate  at  least  the  50  year  return  period  storm.   Bridges, 
where  practical  to  install,  will  typically  withstand  at  least  100  year  return 
period  runoff  events  and  require  far  less  maintenance  than  conventional  cul- 
verted stream  crossing  facilities.   Since  BI.M  public  landholdings  are  so  dis- 
persed, timely  winter  maintenance  would  be  loglstically  impossible  and  extremely 
labor-intensive  (i.e. .expensive) .   The  use  of  permanent  log  stringer  or  flat- 
car  bridges  essentially  eliminates  the  need  for  frequent  maintenance  inspections 
and  thereby  significantly  reduces  long-term  costs. 

4.  From  our  experience  in  the  Redwood  Creek  basin,  we  have  found  that  trash 
racks  constructed  at  the  inlets  of  culverts  and  downspouts  and  energy  dissipa- 
ters  installed  at  CM. P.  outlets  can  significantly  reduce  the  subsequent 
erosional  Impact  of  new  roads.   We  believe  these  erosion  control  devices  should 
be  considered  where  permanent,  culverted  drainage  structures  must  be  installed. 

5.  In  the  Introductory  summary  statement  (page  vlil)  the  draft  EIS  states  that 
fisheries  resources  would  not  be  affected  because  of  the  scattered  BLM  ownership 
pattern.   Many  river  basins  and  stream  systems  in  the  north  coast  region  have 
been  heavily  Impacted  by  intensive  land-use  activities  carried  out  over  the 
last  several  decades.   Many  of  these  impacts  (channel  aggradation  and  widening, 
stream-bank  erosion,  changes  in  hydrologlc  response  characteristics,  etc.) 
cannot  be  attributed  to  any  single  harvest  operation  or  cutover  unit.   Rather, 
they  are  the  cumulative  result  of  a  large  number  of  individual  activities  which 
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were   distributed    in    space   and    time.      For   example,    studies    conducted   by    the 
U.S.    Geological   Survey   have   documented    the  significance  of   adverse  cumulative 
impacts    on    Redwood   Creek   and   many   of    its   major    tributaries.      This    issue    could 
be  an  important   factor  when   timber  management  and   road   construction  activities 
are    planned    for  other    highly    impacted   basins    and    should   be    formally   addressed 
in    the    final    Environmental    Impact    Statement. 

We  would   like    to   commend    the   Bureau   of   Land   Management    for    the   proposed    timber 
management   parameters   and  mitigations  which  are   designed   to  protect   the   BoilB 
and  waters  of  basins  where   timber  sales   are  proposed.      The  use  of  buffer  strips, 
the   emphasis    of    cable    yarding   as   opposed    to    tractor   yarding,    the   proposed   pro- 
tection   for  ephemeral   stream  channels,    and   the   use  of   geotechnical   investiga- 
tions  prior   to   road  construction  should   significantly   reduce   the  potential 
impact   associated  with   timber  operations. 

In  addition,   we  would  like   to  offer  the  expertise  we  have  gained   during   the  last 
three  years   concerning  timber  harvesting,    accelerated  erosion  processes  and 
techniques   for  erosion  control  on  cutover   lands.      We  believe  many  of   the  erosion 
problems  we   are  addressing  In  our   rehabilitation  program  need  not   have  occurred 
had  sound  land  management   practices   been  employed  during   the  conduct   of   timber 
operations   in   these  areas.      Where  erosional    impacts  are   either  unavoidable  or 
unpredictable,    there   are   many   mitigating   measures   which   may   be   used    to    lessen 
both   short    and    long   term   environmental    degradation.      Many   of    the    techniques 
that   have  been  developed   to  control  erosion  on   cutover   lands  within  the   park 
may   be    useful    for   post    harvest   mitigation   of   accelerated    erosion   on   BLM   lands, 
especially  within  the  Northcoast    Resource  Area. 

Thank  you  very  much   for  the  opportunity   to   comment  on  the   draft   Timber  Management 
Environmental    Impact    Statement    for    Sustained   Yield   Unit    13.      We   hope  our   comments 
will   be  of   use   to  you  ln  developing  the   final   plan   for   these  public   resources. 
We   look   forward   to    the   continued   cooperation  between  our   two  agencies   and  propose 
that   a  more   formalized  exchange  of   ideas,    environmental  data,    and   resource 
management    findings   can  be  developed   in   the  near   future.      Such  an  exchange  will 
improve   the   effectiveness  of  both  our  organizations   in  managing  our  respective 
resources. 


Sincerely  yours 


Robert   D.    Barbee 
Superintendent 


COMMENT  LETTER  48.      USDI,    National  Park  Service,    Crescent    City,    Ca. 


i|8— 1  Issue:      Memorandum  of  Agreement,    Redwood  Creek  Basin. 

The   10-year   timber  management   plan  model  mentioned   on  Page   2-8  of   the 
draft  was   prepared   for   SYU   13   by   the  Ukiah  District.      The  utility  of 
this  model   is    its   ability   to   provide   the  environmental  analysis  pro- 
cess  a  means   of   identifying  potential   impacts   and   generating  mean- 
ingful  quantification.      A  discussion  of   the   scope  of   this   analysis 
is  made   on  Page   2-4.      It    is   noted   that   this   is   a  regional    timber 
management   environmental    impact    statement   and  not   a   site-specific 
land-use   allocation  or    timber   sale   plan.      The  model   is  a  viable  plan- 
ning  aid   that  will  be   implemented   to   the   fullest   extent  possible. 

Pending  completion  of   the  planning  process   for  the  Scattered  Blocks 
Planning  Unit,    the   areas  of   concern   identified   in   the  March  21,    1980, 
Memorandum  of  Agreement,    should   they  be   identified   as   available  for 
timber  management   activities,    would  be   subject    to    the   agreed   deletionE 
and   deferrals. 

48-2  Issue:      Redwood  National  Park  boundary. 

The  error  is  noted;   however,   minor  map  changes  are  not  being  made. 

48"3  Issue:      Blocking  of    spur   roads. 

See   Chapter  2   Errata. 

48-4  Issue:      Drainage  structures. 

The  proposed   timber  management  parameters   (beginning  on  Page   2-12) 
are  not   all   inclusive.      Each  crossing   structure  must  meet   management 
requirements  and   consider    safety,    aesthetics,    the  environment,    and 
economics   consistent  with   the  volume,    speed,    and   characteristics   of 
the  vehicles   and   drivers    that   use   it.      All  bridges   and  major   culverts 
must  be  designed   in  accordance  with   the  current  edition  of   the   "Stan- 
dard  Specifications   for  Highway  Bridges,"  published  by   the  American 
Association  of   State  Highway   and   Transportation  Officers    (AASHTO) . 
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48-5     Issue:  Trash  racks. 

See  response  to  Issue  48-4. 

£}8~6     Issue:   Cumulative  impacts  on  Redwood  Creek. 

The  basic  proposed  mitigations  with  site-specific  considerations  as 
stated  on  Page  2-12  will  result  in  a  high  degree  of  stream  protection 
(See  response  to  Issue  1-2).  Additionally,  as  stated  in  the  response 
to  Issue  48-1,  should  the  completion  of  the  land-use  planning  process 
result  in  the  identification  of  BLM-administered  lands  for  timber 
management,  and  should  those  lands  fall  within  the  influence  of  the 
Redwood  Creek  drainage,  they  would  be  subject  to  the  March  21,  1980, 
Memorandum  of  Agreement.   In  addition  to  mitigations  developed  by 
this  analysis,  the  land-use  planning  process  and  the  intensive  forest 
inventory  (Timber  Production  Capability  Classification  (TPCC))  con- 
sider high  impact  areas  through  withdrawals  and  operational  restric- 
tions. 
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District  Manager 
Ukiah  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Post  Office  Box  940 
Ukiah,  California  95482 

Sirs: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  draft  Timber  Management  EIS  for 
Ukiah  District  SYU  13.  We  would  like  to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  to 
review  and  comment  on  this  EIS.  It  was  apparent  as  we  read  through  the 
statement  that  the  problems  encountered  in  managing  for  both  timber  pro- 
duction and  wildlife  were  given  a  great  amount  of  consideration  and  that 
the  mitigations  for  the  effects  of  timber  harvest  were  well  throught  out. 

A  great  deal  of  the  statement  deals  with  the  importance  of  old-growth 
forest  to  certain  wildlife  species.  Approximately  two  pages  in  the  wild- 
life section  of  chapter  3  deal  with  the  importance  of  BLM  old-growth  tim- 
ber, considering  that  surrounding  private  lands  will  most  likely  not  be 
maintained  in  an  old-growth  state.  Due  to  the  accepted  importance  of 
old-growth  timber,  we  support  the  old-growth  alternative  over  the  proposed 
action  or  any  of  the  other  alternatives. 

The  old-growth  alternative  has  the  best  design  for  having  the  least 
effect  on  the  highest  number  of  wildlife  species.  This  alternative  was 
also  shown  to  have  the  least  erosion  per  acre  harvested  and  should  there- 
fore have  the  lowest  effect  on  stream  quality  in  the  management  area.  As 
snags  decompose  with  time,  a  plan  is  needed  to  allow  for  replacement.  The 
old-growth  proposal  appears  to  do  this  by  providing  large  snags  and  old 
age  trees.  Along  with  the  wildlife  attributes  of  the  old-growth  alter- 
native, the  benefits  to  reforestation  and  the  economics  of  timber  harvest 
make  it  the  best  choice. 

Other  sections  of  the  EIS  pertaining  to  wildlife  and  wild  lands  man- 
agement seem  to  be  well  designed  and  we  agree  with  them. 

Thank  you  very  much, 


Pomeroy,  ft-esident 
The  Wildlife  Society 


REFERENCES  CITED 


ADDENDUM 


Anderson,  H.   W. ,   et  al.      1976.      VoieAtA  and  WateJt-      E&£&c£&  o£  VofteAt  Manage- 
ment on  TloocU,  Sedimentation,   and  Wateh.  Supply.     U.S.  Dept.  Ag.,  For.   Serv., 
Pac.    SW  For.    and  Rg.    Exp.    Sta.,   PSW-18. 

Harr,  R.   D.      1980.     Steamfilow  Afitei  Patch  Logging  In  Small  VhjalnageA  Within 
the  Ball  Ran  Municipal  Watzuhed,   Qfiegon.     U.S.  Dept.  Ag.,  For.   Serv., 
Pac.    NW  For.    and  Rg.    Exp.    Sta.,    PNW-268. 

Hemphill,  D.  V.   1952.   "The  vertebrate  fauna  of  the  boreal  areas  of  the 
Southern  Yolla  Bolly  Mountains,  California."  Unpublished  Ph.D.  thesis, 
Oregon  State  University. 

Hiserote,    B.    A.    and  J.    0.    Howard.      1978.      LitelatuAe  RtvlW  0$  Twenttj-thh.ee 
Selected  ¥onej>t  Ein.cU>  o$  the  Pacific  NohlhweAt.     Portland,  Ore.:     U.S. 
Dept.    Ag.,    For.    Serv.,    Reg.    5. 


Odum,  E.  P.   1963.  Ecology.      Holt,  Rinehart  and  Winston,  Inc. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service.   1975, 
Taxonomy.      Agriculture  Handbook  436. 


Soil 


U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   1979a.  20S  WateA 
Quality  Management  RepoKt.      Sacramento,  Ca.:   Ca.  State  Office,  Bur.  Land 
Mgmt. 


1979b.   "Study  of  surface  erosion  on  Red  Mountain."  Ukiah,  Ca.: 
Unpublished. 

Zeimer,  R.  R.   1980.   "Roots  and  the  Stability  of  Forested  Slopes,"  to  be 

presented  at  the  International  Symposium  on  Erosion  and  Sediment  Transport 
in  Pacific  Rim  Steep  Lands,  Christchurch,  New  Zealand,  January  1981.   Areata, 
Calif.:   U.S.  Dept.  Ag.,  For.  Serv.,  in  press. 


(n.d.)   "Some  effects  of  silvicultural  options  on  the  stability  of 
slopes."  U.S.  Dept.  Ag.,  For.  Serv.,  Pac.  SW  For.  and  Rg.  Exp.  Sta. 

Change  the  McLaughlin  reference  on  Page  R-7  to  read: 

McLaughlin,  Pat.   1979.   California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   Eureka,  Calif. 
Personal  communication,  BLM  scoping  session. 


97 


USGPO- 1981-790-649/166 


•s^ 


Bureau  otund  Management 

a£!50  Denver  Federal  Center 
gSSeV;  CO  80225 


i 


